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Current Topics. 


The Public Trustee and Executor Bill. 

Ir rumour speaks truly, the Council of the Law Society are 
occupied in discussing with the Lord Chancellor the provisions e | 
of a measure to be introduced this session in place of the - a 
obnoxious Bill of last year, of which, it will be remem , he was 
one of the chief sponsors. Let us hope that Lord Loresvry 
will not in this matter follow in the footsteps of Sir Rossrr 
Rem. We wish pays Bg to the efforts of the Council, 
assuming the rumour above referred to, to be correct; but we 
must warn them that they will run considerable risk of loud 
protest by the profession if they consent to any compromise of 
the “ B, G. Lake type.” 


Audit of Trustees’ Accounts, 

WE ans informed that Mr. Justice Kexewrcn recently made 
an order in chambers authorizing trustees, in whom property 
belonging to infants was vested, to expend out of income the 
costs of having the accounts of the trust audited annually by a 
chartered accountant. 


The Management of Trust Estates. 
mentioned forms a precedent which may 
t effect on the management of trust 
estates. There is authority for saying that, where the accounts 
are attended with special complications, trustees are entitled to 
employ an accountant at the expense of the trust: Hndersen 
v. Melver (3 Madd. 275). If, said Lyxpavrst, O.B., in Yew v. 
Jones (1 Mao. & G., p. 668n), the accounts of the deceased were 
complicated, and the executor took u himself to settle and 
arrange these accounts, although it might take up much of his 
time and attention, the principle of equity was, that he 
not entitled to compensation his time and trouble; if he 
chose to employ an accountant to settle these accounts, for = 
the 

has 





=e go occasioned he was entitled to be remunerated 
) 
audited by an accountant 





‘not been usually recognized by the courts, An audit bya 


estate. But although the principle seems clear, 
practice of having trust agcounts 
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chartered accountant is, however, one of the easiest and most 
convenient modes for enabling the beneficiaries to know that the 
trust accounts are in order. It is the method sanctioned both by 
the Legislature and by commercial practice for ensuring that 
company accounts and business accounts are properly kept, and 
where the nature of the trust estate justifies the expense, it is 
equally applicable to trust accounts. In the recent case the 
beneficiaries were infants; but in principle this seems to make 
no difference, and an audit of the accounts out of court may 
be found to secure the only advantage—namely, the safety of 
the trust funds—which can be urged in favour of a public 
trustee. 


The Law Degree of the London University. 


Ir 1s to be hoped that the Council of the Law Society will 
consider the question raised by the letters we have published 
relative to the desirability of attempting to obtain a dispensation 
of admitted solicitors from the Matriculation Examination of the 
London University. Of course it cannot be predicted that the 
application will be granted ; but we think that an effort to 
obtain it should be made, and that the movement should be 
supported by the Council. We can speak, from the numerous 
letters which have reached us on the subject, to the strong desire 
which is felt by many solicitors that the concession should be 
obtained so as to enable them to become candidates for a law 


degree. 


Is the House of Commons Subject to the Licensing 
Acts? 

WE oxsERVE in one of the illustrated papers, among photo- 
graphs of rooms in the House of Commons, one of what is 
called the “‘ Illegal Bar,” or the bar where visitors to the House 
of Commons are supplied with refreshments, though no licence 
has been obtained for the sale of intoxicating liquors. The 
statement that “‘The Strangers’ Bar”’ is illegal cannot be taken 
without some reservation. In Williamson v. Norris (1899, 1 
Q. B. 7) the respondent, who was a servant of the House of 
Commons, had been charged under section 3 of the Licensing 
Act, 1872, for selling intoxicating liquor which he was not 
licensed to sell by retail. This section enacts that “no person 
shall sell or expose for sale by retail any intoxicating liquor 
without being duly licensed to sell the same, or at any place 
where he is not authorized by his licence to sell the same” 
(subject to certain penalties). It was proved that he had sold 
spirits, the property of the House, at a bar within the precincts 
of the House to purchasers who were not members of either 
House of Parliament, and that the plece where it was sold was 
not licensed for the sale of liquor. It was held by the Divi- 
sional Court that, assuming that the Licensing Acts applied, 
the appellant had not been guilty of an offence within the 
section, for the sale contemplated was a sale by the master or 
principal, and that the act of a mere servant like the respondent 
could not be brought within the penal clause. It, therefore, 
became unnecessary to decide whether the Houses of Parliament 
in the regulation of their internal arrangements as to the sale 
of liquor were wholly beyond the control of the Licensing Acts. 
As to this question, we have only the words of Lord Russzt1, 
C.J., who presided, that he was far from saying that no offence 
had been committed by those under whose authority the sale 
took place, and that, in face of the doubt which existed, it was 
obvious that an appeal should be made to the Legislature to 

ize and ~eain what was going on. This doubt was 
shared by W115, J., but as will be seen, the important constitu- 
tional —— as to whether the House of Commons is subject 
to the Licensing Acts remains undecided. 


Limiting Liability for Negligence. 


_ AN uvTEREsTING attempt by a tramway company to limit their 
liability for negligence was revealed by an action ( Williams vy. 
Southampton Corporation Tramways Oo.) tried last week at the 
Winchester Assizes. The action was for personal injuries, and 
the facts were of an ordinary character, the ju finding the 
issues of negligence in favour of the plaintiff. he important 


int in the case was the defence rai by the defendants, that 


special contract their liability was limited to £25. The 
plaintifi appears to have taken his seat in a tramcar in the 








usual way, paying his penny when the conductor next came 
round and receiving a ticket. In the car were posted bills 
announcing that passengers were carried at reduced f 
and in no circumstances were the company liable for negli. 
gence beyond the sum of £25. There was no evidence when or 
how any reduction in fares had been made. It was admitted that 
the plaintiff’s attention was not directly called to the bills, but 
it was contended that his contract with the company included the 
condition stated in them. It does not appear from the reports 
in the newspapers whether or not there was any reference on the 
ticket to the condition, but there seems to have been no such 
reference. The jury found that the defendants did not do what 
was reasonably sufficient to give the plaintiff notice of the 
condition; that the plaintiff had not, in fact, knowledge of 
the condition, and that the condition was not part of the 
contract. On this finding judgment was reserved. It is 
submitted that the last part of the finding was not for the jury 
but for the judge. If the defendants did not give the plaintiff 
notice of the condition, and he had no knowledge of it, it was for 
the judge to say whether or not the condition was part of the 
contract, and there would seem to be only one answer to the 
question. This case is quite different from the railway cases in 
which the passenger has always been shewn to have takeng 
ticket before his journey began, and the question was 
whether he was bound by conditions referred to on the 
ticket. In all these cases the contract was made by the 
purchase of a ticket referring to the conditions. In the 
case of a passenger by tramway, however, he enters the 
car and takes his seat, and is perhaps carried a considerabie 
distance before he is asked to pay anything and before any 
document whatever is handed to him. It would appear, there- 
fore, that the contract of carriage is made as soon as the 
passenger enters with the consent of the tramway company’s 
servant, and that the contract is on one side merely to pay the 
usual fare, and on the other to carry the passenger safely to any 
point to which the car runs. Can the company afterwards vary 
this contract by imposing a material condition upon the other 
party? Itissubmitted that they cannot, and that a condition 
referred to or contained in the ticket would be inoperative. If, 
however, the passenger enters the car with full knowledge of 
the condition, as the law stands, he would be bound by it. 


Liability for Carriage of Persons. 


Tue LeaisiatTure has interfered most effectively to protect con- 
signors of goods from unreasonable conditions imposed by rail- 
way companies. Is it not time that conditions relating to liability 
for the carriage of persons should receive the attention of Par- 
liament? We do not say that any such legislation should be 
one-sided. It is suggested that, while passengers should be 
protected from unreasonable conditions laid down either by rail- 
way or tramway companies, the ing companies should at 
the same time have a reasonable limit put to the amount 
of their liability. In the case of workmen’s tickets some 
railway companies have already taken a step in this 
direction, and are protected by their private Acts from 
liability in the case of injury to a person travelling 
with a cheap workman’s ticket beyond the sum of £100. It 
would (we submit) not be unreasonable for a limit to be put on 
the liability of carriers of persons in all cases, the amount of 
liability increasing according to the amount of fare paid. If 
this were done, the carriers should be forbidden to make any 
other condition limiting liability unless it were contained ins 
writing signed by the passenger, and unless it were reasonable. 
We must fo railway companies the justice to say that they make 
little attempt to limit in any way their liability in respect of 
personal injuries. We are not aware whether it is becoming 
common for tramway companies to seek to put limits to their 
liability. If, however, the tramway companies are attempting 
to establish a limitation to their liability of such a small amount 
as £25, it is full time that the matter received attention. 


Costs of Conveyance Under the Lands Clauses 
Acts. 


Unper section 82 of the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, the cost of 
all conveyances required upon the taking of lands under the 
statute are to be borne by the promoters, and these costs include 
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— 
all charges and expenses of all conveyances and assurances of 
any such lands and of any outstanding terms or interests therein, 
and of deducing, evidencing, and verifying the title. A liberal 
construction has been given to this provision, and it has been 
held that it requires the promoters to bear the expense of all 
steps required to complete the chain of title. Thus in Re 
Liverpool Improvement Act (L. R. 5 Eq. 282), where, upon the 
purchase of leasehold property, the company required that letters 
of administration should be taken out to the estate of a deceased 
owner, the costs were thrown by Lord Romitty, M.R., upon 
the company, and he overruled his own previous decision in 
Re South Wales Railway Co, (14 Beav. 418). In the earlier 
case he had held that the company were not liable for the costs 
of proceedings under the Trustee Act, 1852, for obtaining the 
appointment of a person to convey in the place of an infant heir 
of a deceased trustee. In Re Liverpool Improvement Act, he 
said that, upon consideration, he had come to the conclusion that 
Re South Wales Railway Co. was wrongly decided, and his later 
opinion was adopted by the Master of the Rolls in Ireland in 
Re Dublin (South) City Market Co., Ex parte Keatley (25 L. R. Ir. 
265). In that case, in order to make out the vendor’s title to a 
term, it was necessary to obtain the appointment of an adminis- 
trator to a deceased assignee of the term, and to obtain a con- 
yeyance from him to the vendor. It was held that the costs of 
taking out administration, as well as of the conveyance to the 
vendor, must be borne by the promoters. A similar decision 
was given by Srreuine, J., under section 80 of the Lands 
Clauses Act, 1845, relating to the costs of re-investment of 
purchase-money in court, in Re Lloyd and North London Ravlway 
Co. (44 W. R. 522; 1896, 2 Ch. 379); and more recently it has 
been held by the Court of Appeal in Ireland in Re Bear Island 
Defence Works and Doyle (1903, 1 Ir. R. 164) that, where adminis- 
tration has to be taken out, the costs payable by the promoters 
include the death duties. This line of authorities was con- 
sidered by Swinren Eavy, J., in Re London United Tramways 
Act, 1900 (reported elsewhere), where the vendor of copy- 
hold land taken under the Lands Clauses Acts had 
died, and it had been found necessary to obtain an admit- 
tance of his customary heir for the purpose of surrendering to 
the purchasers. The lord’s fine and steward’s fees on admittance 
amounted to £255, and on taxation this was allowed by the 
taxing-master as part of the costs payable by the company. 
Swinren Eapy, J., held that, since they were expenses incurred 
for the constitution of a proper person to convey, the taxation 
was right. It may be thought that the decisions give the vendor 
an advantage at the expense of the purchasers, but it will be 
seen that, with the exception of Re South Wales Railway Co., 
they have been uniformly in the same direction. 


Liability of Shipowner for Untrue Statement 
in Bill of Lading. 


Tue sopement of OCuanneE tt, J., in Campania Naviera Vascon- 
sada v. Churchill, delivered on the 25th of November, will be 
read with interest by students of mercantile law. It would 
searcely be possible, owing to lack of space, to discuss all the 
points considered in the judgment, but that which is most 
material is as follows. The action was brought by shipowners 
against indorsees of bills of lading to recover freight on timber 
carried from Texas to London. The claim for freight was 
admitted, but there was a counterclaim for not delivering the 
timber to the defendants in good order and condition according 
to the terms of the bills of lading. The timber was badly 
stained and saturated with petroleum before shipment at 
Texas, and the selling value was seriously depreciated. The 
master, however, took it on board and signed bills of lading 
containing the clauses ; in good order and con- 
dition and to be delivered in the like good order and con- 
dition,” and ‘quality and measure unknown.” ‘The shippers 
thereupon agreed to sell, and the defendants agreed to buy, the 
shipment of timber, the amount to be paid in cash on presenta- 
tion of the shipping documents, and on presentation of the bills 
of lading the defendants paid the contract price to the shippers 
and became indorsees of the bills of lain , and the goods 
having been delivered in their damaged condition in London, 
the defendants, in an arbitration between themselves and the 
shippers, obtained an award for damages representing the differ- 


ence between the price paid by the purchasers and the value of 
the goods when delivered. The purchasers took no further 
—— on this award, but under the counterclaim claimed 

amages to an amount equal to that awarded for breach of a 
warranty that the timber was shipped in good order and condi- 
tion, and they alleged alternatively that the plaintiffs under the 
circumstances were estopped from alleging that the goods were 
not in fact so shipped. The case was tried before the learned 
judge, who, in a considered judgment, held that it came 
within the recognized rules as to estoppel and that the 
defendants were entitled to succeed. The ground taken by 
the learned judge is that the plaintiffs, the shipowners, not being 
able to deny that the goods were in good condition at the time 
of shipment, must pay the damage which was on delivery found 
to be done to the We must confess that the reasoning on 
which the decision is founded does not appear to us to be quite 
satisfactory. Assuming that the master in signing the bill of 
lading was guilty of negligence, it hardly seems just that the 
result of this negligence is to make the liability of the ship- 
owners with regard to the timber equal to that of the shippers 
and vendors. The learned judge seems to have recognized the 
hardship of the case, for he says in his judgment: “ Assuming 
the doctrine of estoppel to apply, I see no logical answer to the 
defendants’ contention that they can recover the damage to the 
goods, though I think it would be more satisfactory if the 
damages could in such a case be confined to those actually 
caused by acting on the erroneous statement.” A question of 
such importance will scarcely be settled by the present decision, 
and will probably at some future period be reserved for the 
House of Lords. 


Discharging from Hospital Patient in a Condition 
Which May Cause Infection. 


Acrions have often been brought against medical practitioners 
for unskilful treatment and negligence. Plaintiffs at the 
present day seem to go further and endeavour to make hospital 
committees or local authorities responsible for the physicians 
retained by them. In Evans v. Liverpool Corporation (1906, 1 
K. B. 160) the defendants had a fever hospital provided by them 
under the Public Health Act, 1875, and also a convalescent 
home to which patients were removed when the more acute 
stages of the fever had passed. The plaintiff's child, who was 
suffering from scarlet fever, was removed to the hospital and was 
subsequently transferred to the convalescent home. After 
remaining there for several weeks, the matron sent a notice to 
the plaintiff that the child was discharged, and he was taken 
from the hospital at the time appointed. Within a few days 
one of his brothers developed scarlet fever, and shortly after- 
wards two others developed the disease, the result being 
that the plaintiff was put to expense, to recover which 
this action was brought. The cause of action relied upon was 
that the medical officer at hae ay — who held the 

t of visiting physician, ilty of negligence in giving 
asec ec <iaie the rules for the boy’s discharge. The jury 
at the trial found that there was a want of reasonable skill or 
care on the part of the medical officer in or about the discharge 
of the boy, and that in consequence of such want of skill or care 
the plaintiff suffered the damage complained of. They also 
found—and this was the point on which the case ultimately 
turned—that there was an undertaking by the defendants with 
the plaintiff that their visiting io gv ould act with reason- 
able care and skill in and about the discharge of the boy from 
the hospital. The question argued before Watros, J., was 
whether there was pay so to “os “* this finding. The learned 
judge held that there was not. The proper inference from the 

acts was that the defendants, having —- a competent, 
skilful, and duly qualified medical man, had done all that was 
possible for them to do. What the doctor really did was to 
advise the co ion, and they were not in a position to dis- 
regard his advice. So far as the icular case is concerned, the 
justice of this decision can y be questioned. But we think 
that questions may still arise as to the liability of the corpora- 
tion for discharging patients in a condition which may cause 
infection. Cases of such imminent risk may arise that it may be 
their duty to strengthen by all the means in their power the 
medical advice by which they are guided. 
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An Irregular Criminal Proceeding. 


Sztpom has a case come before the Judicial Committee of the 

Privy Council in which the administration of British justice has 
been more hopelessly mismanaged than in the recent case of 
Wehner v. The King. The appellant was charged with the 
murder of a native in East Africa. He was charged before an 
English judge and a jury of only five persons, whereas the legal 
number was nine. He was not defended by counsel, and there 
were gross irregularities in the trial (besides the number of the 
jury) to which the accused was too ignorant of the law to take 
objection. The evidence (almost entirely that of natives) 
was, to say the least of it, unsatisfactory, and the 
judge does not appear to have explained the law to 
the jury. The verdict was to the effect that the accused 
“caused the death of” the deceased, but that “he was not 
responsible for his actions owing to the influence of liquor.” 
This verdict was accepted by the judge, who decided that it 
amounted to a verdict of guilty of murder. The accused was 
accordingly sentenced to death. It seems too obvious for 
argument that such a verdict was not one of murder. It was 
not a verdict which any judge should have accepted at all, and 
the jury afterwards declared that they had not intended it as a 
verdict of murder. A drunken man may cause the death of another 
in various ways which do not amount to more than manslaughter, 
or even to accidental death. One of the most surprising features 
of the case, however, is that the local Court of Appeal confirmed 
the decision of the court below, but fortunately they granted 
special leave to appeal to the Privy Council. When the matter 
came before that august body, the Attorney-General was 
obliged to admit that the whole proceedings were absolutely 
irregular, and short work was made of the decisions of the 
Colonial courts. It is to be hoped that this case is not an example 
of the way in which the law is administered in distant parts of 
the Empire. 


Cheque Crossed ‘‘ Account of Payee.” 


A VALUED correspondent has addressed a letter to us on the 
subject of our remarks last week on ‘‘ Cheques Crossed Account 
Payee,” in which we intimated our opinion that, considering the 
continued and increasing use of this crossing, there was some 
risk that a jury would regard the intimation as one which the 
collecting banker was not entitled to disregard. Our correspondent 
calls our attention to National Bank v. Silke (1891, 1 Q. B. 435), and 
suggests that this case shews that unless the cheque is crossed in 
accordance with the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, such crossing 
is useless, and that if persons continue to cross cheques ‘‘ Account 
payee” they will be unable to recover. In National Bank v. Silke 
a cheque to order was crossed ‘“ Account of J. F. Moriarty [the 
payee), National Bank, Dublin.” The payee paid it to the 

ational Bank, who were his bankers, and it was held that the 
negotiability of the cheque was not restricted by this crossing, 
and that they were entitled to sue the drawer though, as between 
himself and the payee, payment had been countermanded. But 
the decision is no authority as to what would have been 
the position of the collecting bank if they had wholly disregarded 
the memorandum on the cheque. The law may be that the 
memorandum does not restrict the negotiability of the cheque, but 
having regard to the custom and usage of bankers with regard to 
cheques so crossed, a disregard of the memorandum might be 
evidence of negligence, under section 82, if the party for whom the 
cheque was collected proved not to be the lawful owner of it. 
We would also observe that the memorandum “ Account of 
payee” is often superadded to the words ‘‘ Not negotiable,” and 
in any such case the objection that the crossing is not in accord- 
ance with the Act is met by the rule superflua non nocent, 


Action Against Carrier—Presumption and 
Burden of Proof. 

Goops carried by railway in this country often pass over the 
lines of several companies, and in an action for injury to goods | 
so carried it is sometimes difficult to ascertain at what stage of 
the journey the injury took place. In an American case (Moore 
v. New York, New Haven, and Hartford Railway Co., 173 Mass. 
335), where the luggage of a passenger, properly packed and 


which were common carriers, the passenger checking th, 
luggage “through” and retaining no control over it on the 
journey, and on delivery by the last common carrier to the 
owner it turned out to have been injured in transit, it was held 
that the presumption was that the injury occurred while it was 
in the custody and control of the last common carriers. This 
presumption of fact is stated by Hormzs, J., to have been 
adopted by most of the American courts on the ground of eon. 
venience. We are not aware that any such presumption jg 
recognized in this country, but there is much to recommend it, 
for the means of information are much more at the carrier’ 
command than at that of a private person. 


Unlawful Dealings with Newspapers in Hotels, 


In A case before one of metropolitan police magistrates a 
charge of unlawful appropriation of newspapers in one of the 
principal hotels was dismissed, on the ground that there was no 
animus furandi, the presumption being that the wrongdoer 
merely intended to engross the papers for the purpose of com- 
pleting his perusal of them. Any one acquainted with the 
ways of English tourists in foreign hotels will know 
that they often shew a lamentable indifference to the 
rights of property in the English daily papers placed before 
them. Some of these cases would certainly satisfy the ordinary 
definitions of larceny. But although the law as to larceny of 
chattels contains no exception as to newspapers, or even 
umbrellas, it would not be expedient to prosecute the offenders 
in acriminal court. The civil remedy, by action in the nature 
of trover or conversion, is also open to objection, and we are 
disposed to think that a special Act dealing with unlawful inter- 
ference with the property in articles of small value might be of 
considerable benefit to the community at large. 


The Proposed Rules Under the 
Trade Marks Act, 190s. 


Tux Trade Marks Act, 1905, which comes into operation on the 
Ist of April next, provides, by section 60, that, subject to the 
provisions of the Act, the Board of Trade may make rules for 
regulating the practice under the Act and other subsidiary 
matters, and that before making any rules the Board are to 
publish notice of their intention of so doing and the place where 
copies of the draft rules may be obtained so as to enable persons 
affected to make representations to the Board before the rules 
are finally settled. 

The draft rules have at last been prepared, and are now 
obtainable. It is desirable that those who are interested in the 
subject should take these draft rules into careful consideration, 
and promptly, because the time is so short before they must be 
finally settled. There are 126 of these rules, and, with the 
space at our disposal, it is obviously impossible to critically 
analyze, or to go through the whole, or even the greater 
part, of these rules. All we propose now to do is to draw 
attention to two which appear to us to be open to serious 
objection. 

The first we propose to discuss is rule 33, which runs as 
follows: ‘‘The Registrar may call on an applicant to insert in 
his application such disclaimer or covering note as the Registrar 
may think fit for the purpose of ascertaining precisely the rights 
claimed by the applicant, in order that the public generally may 
understand what the applicant’s rights, if his mark is regis- 
tered, will be.” 

In order to understand this rule, and our objections to it, it is 
necessary to bear in mind that the Act of 1883, as amended by 
the Act of 1888, contained express provisions for the insertion 
of disclaimers in applications to register trade marks. The Actof 
1905 contains no such provision, but it provides, by section 14, 
that under certain circumstances therein specified the Registrar, 
or the Board of Trade, or the Oourt may require as a condition 
of a trade-mark being on the register that the proprietor sh 
disclaim any right to the exclusive use of any part or parts of 
such trade-mark, &c., or that he shall make such other dis 
claimer as they may consider needful for the purpose of defining 











in good condition, was carried from the starting-point to the 
destination over the lines of several connecting railroads 


his rights under the registration. It may well be supposed 
that the framers of the Act of 1905 intentionally abandoned the 
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inciple of including a disclaimer in an application, especially 

when it is remembered that the requirement to this effect in the 

ious Acts had on several occasions operated harshly. The 
rule under consideration proposes to restore the old system of 
disclaimers in applications. This may or may not be desirable, 
butour main objection to the proposed rule is this, that it gives 
the Registrar the power of requiring either a disclaimer or a 
« govering note,” and the terms of such disclaimer or “ covering 
note” are apparently in the Registrar’s absolute discretion, #.¢., 
there is no appeal from him in the matter, and this seems most 
undesirable. 

Again, what is meant by “covering note” in the rule? 
There is no definition of it. It obviously means something 
different to a disclaimer and that is all that can be predicated. 
We object strongly to the words ‘‘covering note” in the rule, 
and especially for this reason—if a registered proprietor of a 
trade mark is compelled to disclaim, he is protected by the proviso 
to section 15 from the disclaimer affecting any rights of his 
except such as arise out of the registration of the trade mark, 
but there is no similar protection in the Act, nor could there be 
in the rules, for a proprietor who is compelled to insert a covering 
note in his application. 

The object of a disclaimer is stated by section 15 to be for the 
urpose of defining the rights of the proprietor under the 
registration, and this is very right and proper, The object 
of a disclaimer or “covering note” is stated by rule 33 to 
be ‘that the public generally may understand what the 
applicant's rights, if his mark is registered, will be.” 
Of this the public could be sufficiently informed by means 
of a disclaimer, and, that being so, why the Registrar should be 
empowered to do anything more than require a disclaimer 
in the application passes our comprehension. If the rule passes 
in its present form we foresee great injustice being inflicted 
upon the proprietor of a valuable trade mark, who wishes to 
register it, by all sorts of limitations being imposed on him 
under the gu'se of a “covering note.” 


Another rule which seems to us highly objectionable in its 
present form is rule 62. The 16th section of the new Act 
provides, in effect, that where an application for registration of 
a trade-mark has been accepted and has not been opposed, or, 
having been opposed, the opposition has failed, the Registrar 
shall register the trade mark, ‘‘ unless the Board of Trade other- 
wise direct.” The fair construction of the last quoted words is 
to give the Board of Trade power to step in at the last moment 
and prohibit the registration of a trade mark. But this is 
obviously a power which was only intended to be exercised in 

ial cases and upon special grounds. ” 


Rule 62 runs as follows: ‘‘ In pursuance of section 16 of the 
said Act, the Board of Trade hereby direct that in cases where a 
mark has been accepted by error, or where objection is taken to 
the registration by any Chamber of Commerce or other public 
body, the Registrar need not register the mark, but may with- 
draw his acceptance and refuse to register, but any such refusal 
thall be deemed to be a refusal under sub-section 2 of section 12 
of the said Act, and an applicant shall have thereafter the same 
right of being heard, and of appealing, as he would have had if 
the mark had been refused immediately upon its receipt. In 
any other case the Board, having regard to any special facts, 

give special directions under section 16 of the said Act.” 

We think it is, to say the least, doubtful whether the Board 
of Trade can under the Act give general directions in anticipa- 
tion in the way proposed by the rule. The language of section 
16 of the Act does not seem to us to contemplate anything of the 
kind, and the proposed rule may, therefore, be wird vires; but 
ene it is not, we consider that rule in its present form 
highly objectionable. In the first place, what is the meaning of 
the word “ error” in the rule? It seems to us it can only mean 
&mistake on the part of the registrar in accepting an applica- 
ton. Now, ought an application for registration to wn 
by a mistake on the part of the Registrar? Is it not likely te 
tend to an undue laxity in accepting applications, if the Registrar 
8 to be in a position to say at any time that he has made a 
mistake and that he withdraws his acceptance of the applica- 

? Besides which, ought the question whether an error has 


Registrar? Ought it not to be a matter for the Board of 
Trade to decide in the particular circumstances of each case ? 

Then again, the rule proposes to permit a Chamber of Commerce 
or other public body (the rule does not define the term “ public 
body ’’) to go behind the back of the applicant to the Registrar 
and object to an application, without, so far as the rule states, 
giving any grounds for so doing, and if any grounds are given, 
there is no provision for bringing them to the notice of the 
applicant. 

Unéer the proposed rule this is capable of happening: A. 
applies for a trade mark ; his application is accepted, then a rival 
firm opposes the registration; the opposition is fought out at 
perhaps considerable expense, and the opposition fails. A. then 
naturally expects to obtain his registration as a matter of course, 
But no, the Registrar informs him that a public body objects to 
the registration of his mark, or that he (the Registrar) now finds 
he made a mistake in accepting his application, and the unfortu- 
nate trade mark owner has virtually to begin all over again, and 
all the expense he has incurred is wasted. 

In short, it seems to us that the provisions of the rule, except, 
of course, the last two lines, are unnecessary and unj ustifiable 
They are unnecessary, because the Registrar is amply protected 
against a fraudulent application by section 35 (3) of the Act, 
under which he could, in such a case, after the mark was regis- 
tered, apply to the Court to have it removed from the register, 
and Chambers of Commerce and other public bodies are amply 
protected against trade marks getting on the register to which 
they have any valid objections, because, by section 14, any person 
is entitled to oppose the registration of a trade mark in the 
ordinary way. 

The first schedule to the draft rules contains the proposed scale 
of fees to be payable after the Act comes into operation. We 
anticipate that a strong objection will be made to this schedule 
by the commercial community, because it proposes so ly to 
increase the fees which have hitherto been payable under the 
Acts previously in force, and where fees are payable in conse- 
quence of any new provisions of the Act of 1905, such fees 
are, to say the least, not on a moderate scale. What 
the reasons are for increasing this tax upon trade mark 
owners we do not at present know, but as the fees have been 
low in the past, we think they ought to be equally low in the 
future, and that no increase of fees should be allowed to hinder 
trade mark owners from reaping the full benefit of the new 
Act. 








After-acquired Property of Undis- 
charged Bankrupts. 


Ir was recently announced that the President of the Board of 
Trade had decided to take the necessary steps to secure the 
appointment of a departmental committee which would be 
charged with making inquiries into matters to which attention 
has been drawn by the Associated Chambers of Commerce, and 
also into other points of bankruptcy law which the Board of 
Trade felt to be worthy of consideration. It is understood that 
one of the chief matters which will be submitted to the committee 
is the absence of any provision in the Bankruptcy Acts for 
bringing bankruptcies to a close within a reasonable time ; and, as 
incidental to this, the position of bankrupts in regard to 
property acquired in the course of the bankruptcy ought to be 
discussed. For the prolongation of the bankruptcy intensifies 
the inconveniences which result from the present anomalous 
condition of the law. 

Under section 44 of the Bankruptcey Act, 1883, the property 
of a bankrupt divisible amongst his creditors comprises “all 
such property as may belong to or be vested in the bankrupt at 
the commencement of the bankruptcy, or may be acquired by or 
devolve on him before his discharge” ; and under section 54 
the property of the bankrupt vests in the trustee for the time 
being. Primd facie these provisions seem to deprive the bank~ 
rupt of all power of dealing with after-acquired property as 

inst the trustee, but under the old bankruptcy law it was 
t that this would be a great hardship upon pe! dealing 
in good faith with the bankru t, and it'wan held in Herbert v. 





committed to be in the uncontrolled discretion of the 





Sayer (5 Q. B, 965) that the title to after-acquired property did 
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not accrue to the trustee at once, but only upon his inter- 
ference to claim the property, and until such interference 
the bankrupt could effectively dispose of it. ‘‘ Otherwise,” it 
was said, ‘‘there would be no protection to persons dealing 
with an uncertificated bankrupt. Not only would they acquire 
no title by purchases from him, but payments for such pur- 
chases, and for all other debts due to the uncertificated bank- 
rupt, would be invalidated.”. This view was reconciled with the 
strtutes by treating the bankrupt as the agent of the assignees, 
and, until they intervened, his acts in regard to the after- 
acquired property were valid. 

The same construction was placed upon the provisions of the 
Act of 1883 by the Court of Appeal in Cohen v. Mitchell (38 
W. R. 551, 25 Q. B. D. 258), and the principle was enunciated 
by Lord Esuer, M.R., in the following terms: “ Until the 
trustee intervenes, all transactions by a bankrupt after his bank- 
rupcety with any person dealing with him bond fide and for value 
in respect of his after-acquired property, whether with or 
without knowledge of the bankruptcy, are valid against the 
trustee.” Had this been adopted as applying to real and 
personal property alike, the position of persons dealing with 
undischarged bankrupts would have been effectually safe- 
guarded. But in Re New Land Development Association and Gray 
(40 W. R. 295, 551; 1892, 2 Ch. 138) Onrrry, J., held that 
the principle did not apply to real estate. He based his 
decision upon the ground that the case of after-acquired real 
estate was not before the court in Cohen v. Mitchell, and that 
there would be conveyancing difficulties if the estate was 
held to vest first in the bankrupt, and to be then liable to be 
shifted to the trustee upon any intervention by him either 
verbal or in writing. In the Court of Appeal the case 
was decided upon the ground that the title taken under the 
bankrupt was not one which could be forced upon a purchaser, 
but the decision of Currry, J., appears to have been approved, 
and Livpizy, L.J., said with reference to the doctrine under 
discussion: ‘‘The doctrine has been familiar to us for a good 
many years, and no doubt there is some sense in it as regards 
personal property ; but I have never yet heard it suggested by 
anybody that the doctrine had the slightest application to real 
estate which passes by conveyance and not by delivery.” 

These decisions still left outstanding the case of after- 
acquired leasehold property, and this was dealt with, also 
by Currty, J., in Re Clayton and Barclay’s Contract (43 

. RK. 549; 1895, 2 Ch. 212). In principle it would seem 
that the conveyancing difficulties are similar in the case of 
leaseholds and in the case of freeholds, and Omrrry, J., was 
pressed with this consideration. But the language of the 
Court of Appeal in Cohen v. Mitchell (suprd) was very wide, and 
purported to apply the rule there laid down to all after-acquired 
property, and the learned judge held that he ought not to make 
any further ne uponit. ‘‘The language of the Court 
of Appeal,” he said, ‘‘is large enough to include all property. 
It_is certainly large enough to include chattel interests in land, 
and I consider that I ought to apply it to such interests.” 
Another decision in accordance with Cohen v. Mitchell was given 
in Hunt v. Fripp (46 W. R. 125; 1898, 1 Ch. 675), though not 
in connection with real or leasehold property. It was there 
held by Byzyz, J., that an assignment by a bankrupt of an 
— interest in a trust fund which had devolved upon him 

ter the bankruptcy could be effectually disposed of by him if 
the trustee had not intervened, provided only that the disposition 
was bond fide on the part of the purchaser; and it was further 
held that the disposition did not lose the character of bona fides 
because the trustee had not been informed of the acquisition of 
the property. 

It appears, therefore, that persons dealing with bankrupts in 
respect of their after-acquired property are protected save 
where the property is real estate. The decision of Ounrrry, J., 
in Re New Land Development Association vy. Gray (supra), exclud- 
ing real estate from this protection, was followed by FarwE.t, 
J., in Lird vy. Philpott (1900, 1 Ch. 822), and an attempt to 
obtain a contrary decision from Kexewicn, J., in London and 
County Contracts (Limited) vy. Tallack (51 W. R. 408) failed, It 
became evident, therefore, that the anomaly could be removed 
only ae apiteten, and in 1902 a Bill was introduced by Sir 
Avsret Kottur for this purpose. Olause 1 of the Bill 


—— 


provided that the title of the bankrupt to after-acquired 
property was to be deemed to have been valid againg 
the trustee in favour of any person deriving  titl 
thereto under the bankrupt in good faith and for valuable 
consideration, without notice that the trustee had intervened and 
claimed the property, and whether with or without notice of the 
bankruptcy. In common with other attempts at legislation, 
however, the Bill made no progress in the late Parliament, and 
probably the most effective method of dealing with the matter 
would be to submit it, as we have suggested above, to the con- 
sideration of the committee on bankruptcy law which is about 
to be appointed. The law, as it stands at present, is clearly 
defective. It recognizes that persons dealing with bankrupts in 
respect of their after-acquired property need protection, but it ex. 
cludes from that protection one of the most important subjects of 
property. The ostensible reason is that conveyancing difficulties 
may arise if freehold property is brought within the protection, 
But such difficulties are merely technical, and they afford no real 
ground for limiting the rule. It has been pointed out to us by 
an esteemed correspondent that the mischief is especially felt 
in the case of bankrupt builders and land speculators, who can 
leave the town of their bankruptcy and set up in business else. 
where, and acquire, and sell and mortgage, real estate. But the 
title of the purchaser or mortgagee, though he may have no 
notice of the bankruptcy, is of course invalid against the trustee 
in bankruptcy. A change of name on the part of the bankrupt 
facilitates his operations, and makes it more difficult for the 
person dealing with him to protect himself. We hope that the 
principle of Sir ALserr Rottrr’s Bill will be incorporated in any 
proposal for legislation which may emanate from the Bankruptcy 
Committee. 








Reviews. 


Torts. 


OUTLINES OF THE Law oF TorTs. By RicHARD Rinewoop, M.A, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fourtu Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


The chief feature of this edition is the section in which the author 
has analyzed, and expressed in a series of propositions, the principles 
to be deduced from the numerous recent trade union cases—notabl 
the apparently conflicting tendencies of Allen v. Ilood (1898, A. ©, 
1) and Quinn v. Leathem (1901, A. C. 495). Allen v. Flood, he points 
out, is to be treated as involving no question of conspiracy, intimi- 
dation, coercion, or breach of contract. It was simply a case of & 
lawful act maliciously done, and the malice gave no cause of action. 
On the other hand, South Wales Miners’ Fr deration v. Glamorgan 
Coal Co. (1905, A. C. 239) is quoted to shew that am 
unlawful act is not excused by the absence of malice. The 
inducing another to break a contract, if without just cause oF 
excuse, is, as that case shewed, an unlawful act, and conspiring to 
induce another not to serve a third person or to enter into a contract 
with him is also unlawful. This is the extent to which Quinn ¥. 
Leathem went, though Mr. Ringwood suggests that conspiracy is not 
essential, and such action may, under some circumstances, be unlawfal 
on the part of a single individual. But the whole of this section, 
concluding, as it does, with an examination of the Mogul case (1892, 
A. C. 25), will well repay perusal, and it will be found to give a clear 
account of the recent developments of this important and much- 
debated branch of law. Two chapters are devoted to the subject 
‘‘ Who are liable for torts ?” and these include a full statement of the 
Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, and also the text of the Workmen : 
Compensation Acts, 1897 and 1900, The edition has been we 
brought up to date and is a concise but adequate presentment of the 
law of torts. 





Books of the Week. 


Stone's Justices’ Manual: being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1906, with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, and 
Table of Punishments. Thirty-eighth Edition. Edited by J.% 
Roserts, Esq., Solicitor, Clerk to Justices of Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The Law of Fire Insurance. By CHARLES Joun BUNYON, MA, 
Barrister-at-Law. Fifth Edition, By Ricuanp James Quin, LLB, 
and Francois Ernest Cotenso, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. 
& Edwin Layton. 

American Law Review, January-February, 1906. Editors’ 
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of the annual levy paid in October, 1905, from the date of the con- 
tract in December last to the following October? From the date of 
the contract for sale the purchaser becomes in equity the owner of 
the land, and if the pure is the who would be entitled to 
pe in the compensation fund in the case of the licence being 
ost between the date of the contract and the date of the completion 
of the purchase, it seems to me that this sum should be treated 
as an “‘ outgoing” and apportioned accordingly. 

2. Who will pay the landlord’s proportion of the annual levy in 
October next for the years 1906-7? The purchase will not then be 
completed. 

I shall be glad to have some expression of opinion in your 
columns on these questions as I have no doubt many solicitors have 
dealt with the point on “short” completions of licensed property. 

Feb. 8. ENQUIRER. 


[We hope to consider these questions hereafter.—Eb. S.J.] 








Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. - 


Memorandum of Asscciation—Ancillary Objects.—Some of the 
judges of the Chancery Division have from time to time made scorn- 
ful remarks about the modern, but ectly 1 and entirely 
popular, practice of setting out a considerable number of objects or 
powers in the memorandum of association. When a judge is asked to 
sanction an extension of objects under the Companies (Memorandum 
of Association) Act, 1890, he has a fine opportunity fer vituperating 
the wicked ways of the modern company draftsman. But 
occasionally—e.g., on petitions for winding up grounded on the 
allegation that the substratum of the company has gone, and where 
on a fully-written memorandum it is contended that something 
apparently within the language of an ancillary object sub-clause is 
ultra vires—a little more attention has to be paid to the question 
what the memorandum y means. A recent decision is to be 
commended as one in’ favour of the modern practice of stating 
objects fully. A company was formed (1) to take over 
the gold mining property and business in India of another 
company of the same name; (2) to acquire gold mines and 
other mining rights ‘‘in Mysore and elsewhere”; (3) to (14) to 
do many other things ; (15) to promote any company for acquiring 
the property and liability of this company “and for any other purpose 
which may seem directly or indirectly calculated to benefit this 
company” and to take shares therein ; and (16) to (25) t> do some 
more things. Subsequently, the originally purchased mine turned 
out a failure, and the company to purchase another minio 
property which was in the Dharwar District, Bombay Presidency, an 
was to be conveyed either to the company itself or to a new company 
promoted by it. It was held that the proposed transaction, in which- 
ever way the purchase was carried out, was intra vires the company. 
The case should be compared with Stephens v. Mysore Reefs (Kangundy) 
Mining Co. (1902, 1 Ch, 745), which, the learned judge said, was dis- 
tinguishable from the case before him.—PEDLAR v. Roap BLock 
Gop Mines or InpIA (LiwrreD) (Warrington, J., July 28, 1905) 
(1905, 2 Ch. 427). 

Minimum Subscription—Payment of Application Moneys in Cash. 
—Section 4 of the Companies Act, 1900, says that no allotment shall be 
made of shares offered to the publicfor subscription (i.e., when the allct- 
ment is the first one of shares offered to the public) unless the amount of 





Against ation, Landlord and Tenant, Distress and Rating Cases, 
ng title erice Arising under the Agricultural Holdings Acts and the 
Valuable Lowdon Building Act, &c., reported the Ist of January to the 3ist 
ened and of December, 1905. By Smpyey Wricut, M.A, (Oxon.), Barrister- 
ce of the alaw. ‘‘ Estates Gazette” (Limited). 
gislation, Manual of Licensing Applications, containing the Procedure in con- 
ent, and n ction with the Various Applications made to Licensing Justices at the 
® matter General Annual Licensing Meetings and Transfer Sessions under the 
the con. Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1904. By Davin Livesgy. Butterworth & 
is about Q».; Shaw & Sons. 

3 clearly The Yearly Digest of Reported Cases for the Year 1905 Decided in the 
Tupte in Supreme and other Courts, including a Copious Selection of Reported 
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bjects of Digested, Overruled, Considered , &c., and of Statutes, Orders, Rules, 
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otection, Butterworth & Co. 
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vho can tions, Questions and Answers, and Full Details and Particulars of 
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wes ps University Correspondence College. The Calendar, 1905-1906. 

‘sual Burlington House, Cambridge, and 32, Red Lion-street, Holborn. 
ankrupt 
for the 
a Correspondence. 
cruptey The Law Degrees of the London University. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 

Sir,—I also feel indel.ted to T. C. W. for his letter to you of 3rd inst. 
and to you for publishing it, and am one of those who would aspire 
toa much-prized law degree of the London-University if the regula- 
tions for its attainment are altered as suggested. Even if one failed 
in obtaining a degree, the study necessary for the attempt must 

» MA, strengthen the general and legal knowledge of the aspirant and, if 
68. pursued by many, benefit the community. Ww. 

author London, Feb. 13. 
inciples 
wH: A “Legal Committee” in the House of Commons, 
points [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
intimi- Sir,—The advent of so many solicitors to the new Parliament 
e of & suggests the desirability of the formation of a Legal Committee in 
action. the House of Commons, In the past the Right Honourable Six,Henry 
norgan Fowler and Sir Albert Rollit have done much good work as “ inter- 
at an mediaries”” between the House and the Council of the Law Society. 

The One is now a Cabinet Minister, and, it may @e, precluded to some 
medio’ extent, while the other unhappily has no longer a seat. An organized 
ing to compact body of legal men in the House could do much for the 
ntract profession without injury to the public. No sensible memter of the 
enn Vs profession in fact would suggest the pursuit of a purely selfish policy 
ig _ by such a committee, but its formation would ensure respect and 
lawt proper consideration such as in the past has frequently been absent. 
ry, Tegal members of Parliament would not find any real additional 
ee burden in rervice on such a committee. HARVEY CLIFTON, 
nuch- 
ibject . . 
af the The Licensing Act, 1904.—Vendor and Purchaser. 
—_ [To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
tthe _ Sir,—You recently called attention in one of your articles to an 

; important question as to the incidence of the compensation charge 

which can be imposed on licensed premises under the Act. Your 
article dealt with the question of the position of ground landlords 
and the deduction made by tenants from their rents under section 3 

» for of this Act. In my opinion another equally important qu+sticn on 

por this section requires elucidation—viz., Is the vendor or the purchaser 

LB liable to pay the landlord's proportion of the compensation fund 
ype. uoder the following circumstances, viz. : 

A., the vendor, agreed to sell, in December, 1905, licensed property 
toB., the purchaser. Before the contract is signed, A. has paid the 

LA, above proportion for the current year from the 10th of October, 1905, 
B., to the 10th of October, 1906, which is, I think, the commencement 
urles of the yoar under the Licensing Act, 1904. 

Before the purchase is completed according to the terms of the 

“T contract, there will be another payment in October, 1906. 
ves The vendor retains possession of the property until the date of 

Completion, and the “‘ outgoings” are to g 


—— to that date. 


1, Can the vendor call upon the purchaser to pay the proportion 





the minimum subscription has been subscribed and the sum payable on 
application for the amount of the minimum subscription “has been 
paid to and received by the company.” Where the minimum sub- 
scription was fixed at a certain number of shares, and cheques for the 
full total amount of the application moneys had been received, the 
comyauy then went to allotment and allotted to the plaintiff cer'ain 
shares. The plaintiff then discovered that three cheques for applica- 
tion moneys had not e through before allotment, two having 
been stopped and the other having been dishonoured, Although an 
underwriting company at once paid up the deficiency, the plaintiff 
successfully contended that the application moneys for which the 
unpaid cheques had been given had not been “paid to and received 
by the com .” From observations made by Swinfen Eady, J., 
and the Lords J Jastioes on the appeal from him, it seems that the com- 
y may receive the application money by cheque or any other means 
by which money may be remitted, provided, at any rate, that the 
cash comes in before allotment is made, and Swinfen Eady, J., 
said, ‘‘ but the remittance must be cleared and the actual cash received 
by the company before the date of the allotment.” The Lords 
Justices do not go — so far, for they refrain from expressing an 
opinion whether if the cheques had all been paid, although in some 
cases the payment had been made afterallotment, the section would have 





been ed with. That point has been decided in the affirmative 
in Bcd (Glangou Pavilion (Limited) v, Motherwell, 6 F. 116), but 
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it is still open in the English courts. It will certainly be safer to 
postpone allotment until all cheques have been cleared. The English 
decision opens a door to persons who wish to spoil a public issue by 
stopping cheques sufficiently to prevent the total application moneys 
on the minimum subscription from being received.—MEARS v. 
WESTERN CANADA PutP anpd Paper Co. (C.A., July 12, 1905) 
(1905, 2 Ch. 353). 


Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re JACKSON AND HADEN’S CONTRACT. No. 1. 5th and 6th Feb. 


Venpor anp Purcnaser—Conprition Grvine Ricut To Rescinp—Conp1tTi0on 
FOR COMPENSATION. 


This was an appeal from a judgment of Buckley, J. The facts 
shewed that the vendor agreed to sell certain house property under 
@ description including mines and minerals. It was provided in the 
conditions of sale that in the event of the purchaser insisting on 
any objection to title with which the vendor could not comply or 
was unwilling to comply because of expense, the vendor might 
rescind the contract; and it was also provided that the contract 
should not be annulled for error, misstatement, or omission, but that the 
purchaser should be entitled to compensation. The vendor well knew that 
the minerals were reserved to the grantor in a conveyance made some fifty 
years ago to his predecessor in title, and this fact was well known in the 
district where the property lay. The purchaser required that the vendor's 
title to mines and minerals should be furnished, and the vendor, under the 
rescission condition above referred to, gave notice to rescind, and the pur- 
chaser then claimed a declaration under the Vendor and Purchaser Act, 
1874, that he had a right to complete the purchase and be compensated 
with regard to mines and minerals. It was held by Buckley, J., that 
the vendor was not entitled to rescind, and that the purchaser was entitled 
to a conveyance with compensation as claimed by him. The vendor 
appealed. 

Cottrss, M.R., in dismissing the appeal, said it was settled law that 
a condition to rescind like the one in this case was not one that gave 
an arbitrary power of rescission, but that the vendor must have a reason- 
able ground for its exercise. The vendor had described the property so 
as to include mines and minerals, believing that the reservation was well 
known in the neighbourhood, and chancing the purchaser’s knowledge. 
The vendor was clearly wrong in having given a misleading description, 
and therefore he could not rescind, but must compensate the purchaser 
for the excepted minerals and make a conveyance. 

Romer and Cozexs-Harpy, L.JJ., agreed.—CounseL, Pomer; Astbury, 
K.C., and W. Richards. Soxtcrrors, Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co., for Waldron, 
Brierley Hill; Bale, for Harwards, Stourbridge. 


[Reported by Hexnrr Srerues, Esq., Barrister- at-Law. | 











High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re THE LONDON UNITED TRAMWAYS ACT, 1900, AND Fe THE LANDS 
CLAUSES CONSOLIDATION ACTS, 1845, 1860, AND 1869. Swinfen 
Eady, J. 16th, 20th, and 20th Jan. ; 8th Feb. 


Taxation—Scumoxs To Revirew—Fixe Par on Apmitrance or Truster 
to Corynoips 1x Oxper To Convey—Lanps Ciavses CoxsoLipation ACT, 
1345, s. 82. 


_Sommons to review taxation. This was a summons by the London 

United Tramways (1901) (Limited), and the question raised was whether 
the master bad been right in allowing on taxation a sum of £255 paid for 
fine and fees to the steward of the manor of Hampton Court on the 30th of 
December, 1904. The circumstances were as Shows: By an agreement 
dated the 16th of February, 1903, and made between Charles Kernot Butt 
as vendor of the one part and the London United Tramways (1901) 
(Limited) of the other part, the vendor, as trustee of the will of 
William Babb, agreed to sell, and the company agreed to purchase, 
the inheritance, according to the custom of the honour and 
manor of Hampton Court, of certain lands. The premises were 
expressed to be sold subject to all quit and other rents end incidents of 
tenure affecting the same, and the purchase was to be completed on the 
Ath of Apri), 1903, and, if not then completed the company were to be at 
liberty to take possession at any time after that date upon depositing the 
purchase-money and compensation in Parr’s Bank. Finally, the company 
were to pay “‘ the vendor's costs of title and conveyance as provided by the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845.” On the 4th of April, 1903, the 
purchase was not a owing tocertain objections having been taken 
—_ delivery of the abstract of title, but the company took possession of 
an a d by the contract. On the 27th of October, 1903, the 
died, and on the 20th of December, 1904, the vendor's customary heir 

was admitted in order that he might surrender to the use of the purchasers. 
The fine payable on this admittance amounting to £280 and the fees in 
comnection therewith had been allowed on taxation, and the question was 
whether they carne within the expression in the contract “ vendor's corts 
of title and conveyance as provided by the Lands Clanses Act, 1845.” 
For the company it was argued that, if thie were an ordinary case of 
vendor and purchaser the fine and the costs of any fine would be payable 
by the vendor and not by the purchaser: Paramore v. Greenslade (1 Sm. & G. 
541), All that was given to the vendor by the Lands Clauses Act, 1445, 











s. 82, was “costs, including charges and expenses of conveyance gy 
assurance.’’ But the old cases shewed that the fine was no part of the 
costs of the admittance, the lord being bound to admit but entitled to the 
fine by custom after admittance. For the vendor it was urged that the 
fine was a necessary part of the costs of conveyance, since without payment 
and admittance to the roll of the manor the necessary title could not bg 
made out, and further, that if unpaid the lord could seize the land iy 
payment. Judgment was reserved. 

Swixren Eapy, J., in giving judgment, said that it had frequently been 
held under the Lands Clauses Act, 1845, that the company was bound to 
pay the costs of constituting a proper person to convey the property to 
them. Thusin Re Liverpool Improvement Act (16 W. R. 667, L. R.5 x. 282), 
where a corporation took some leasehold property after the deat a 
testator’s executor and executrix, and it was necessary to obtain a grant of 
administration de bonis non in order to constitute a person to convey, Lord 
Romilly had held that the corporation were bound to pay the costs of taking 
out this administration, and had overruled a previous decision of his own 
where he had decided that a taxing-master was wrong in allowing the costs 
of admitting as tenant a trustee who was admitted on behalf of an infant and 
remaindermen solely for the object of conveying. Further, in several Irish 
cases it had been laid down that any assignments, grants of administration 
or other acts which were necessary as formal links to complete a title must be 
paid by the company and allowed accordingly on taxation. In fact, in an 
English case following these Irish cases not only the costs of administration 
de bonis non to a testator had been allowed, but also administration to each of 
eleven legatees who had died. In another Irish case the payment by the com- 
pany of death duties incidentally necessary to complete a title had been up- 
held. Underthesecircumstances his lordship considered that the construction 
of the statute was now beyond question, at all events in a court of first 
instance, and that the company was liable to pay the costs and expenses of 
proceedings taken for the purpose of constituting a proper person to convey 
or assure the property to them, including the costs of procuring the 
admission of a tenant of copyholds in order that he might surrender to 
them. It had been sought to draw a distinction between the steward’s 
fees and the fine, on the ground that the latter did not become payable 
until after the admittance, and that, so soon as there was an admitted 
tenant, a person had been duly constituted to surrender to the company, 
and that the payment of the fine was a subsequent matter with which the 
company had no concern. That distinction was not well founded, the fine 
being a part of the expenses of procuring a proper person to surrender, and 
a trustee taking admittance and paying the fine was entitled to have the 
fine provided for before being required to surrender the property toa 
purchaser. The summons therefore failed.—Covnsui, Christopher James; 
Leonard Wassop. So.tcrrors, Stanley, Wasbrough, Doggett, § Biker ; T. G@. 
Bullen. 

[Reported by C. H. Canpgs Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ROY’S SETTLEMENT. JEBB v. ROY. Swinofen Eady, J. 2nd Feb, 


SerTrLEMENT—VoLUNTEERS—CoveNnaNT TO Serrie Arrer-Acquirep Pros 
PERTY—INTEREST VESTING IN Reversion Durine Covertvre Unver Deep 
Executep Berore CovertunE—Covenant Enrorcep 1n Favour or Nsxt- 
OF-KIN. 

Summons. By the settlement dated the 8th of August, 1848, made upon 
the marriage of W. G. Roy and M. A. Constable, certain funds were 
settled on the wife for life, then to the husband for life, and in default of 
issue of the marriage “‘ upon trust for and to pay the same to such person 
or persons who immediately after the decease of such survivor shall then 
be next-of-kin to the said M. A. Constable, but no husband of the said 
M. A. Constable is to be considered as such next-of-kin.” There wasa 
further clause wherein the said W. G. Roy and M. A. Constable 
covenanted with the trustees of the settlement that ‘if at any 
time or times during the joint natural lives of the said W. G. 
Roy and M. A. Constable any real, chattel real or personal estate 
or effects of any description shall be devised, bequeathed, appointed, 
or given to, or shall descend or devolve on, or in any manner accrue 
to the said M. A. Constable or to the said W. G. Roy in her right, 
the same shal! in each and every case where the same shall exceed in value 
or amount the sum of £20 be from time to time, immediately after each 
such devise, bequest, appointment, or gift shall have taken effect, and 
after each such descent, devolution, or aceruer thall have taken place, be 
well and effectually conveyed, assigned, transferred, or otherwise assu' 
to the trustees or trustee for the time being of these presents.” By the 
terms of the marriage settlement of Mrs. Morris, an aunt of Mrs. Roy, 
made in 1842, before Mrs. Roy’s settlement, it was provided that after the 
death of her husband and upon failure of their issue, whi 
happened, the funds therein comprised should be held “ for 
the person or persons who at the time of the decease of 
said Mrs, Morris’’ should be her statutory next-of-kin. Mrs. Momis 
died in 1899, leaving her husband surviving, and Mrs. Roy thereupon 
became entitled as one of Mrs. Morris's next-of-kin to a share of 
property comprised in her settlement subject to the life interest of Mr. 

orris. W. G. Roy died in 1903, and there were no children of the 

marriage, Mr. Morris died in 1904, and Mrs. Roy thereupon became 
entitled in possession to her share under Mrs. Morris’s settlement. 
was a summons in which one of the trustees of Mrs. Roy’s settlement wa 
plaintiff and Mrs, Roy and the other trustee, her brother and sole a 
tive next-of-kin, were defendants, asking whether Mrs. Roy was pund 
the terms of her settlement to bring into sett!ement her interest under the 
settlement of Mrs. Morris to which she acquired during her coverture@ 
vested interest in reversion. For Mrs, Rey it was contended that se 
was not, bound to bring this fund into settl+ment on three gro 





namely, (1) that in similar caves such words as were here found had heen 
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ee dene 

‘er to interests in possession only and not to interests in rever- 
oy a) ode such a po am would not be enforced in favour of 
volunteers who were strangers to the marriage consideration of the settle- 
ment, against the wish of the settlor ; (3) that the interest taken was under 
4 deed executed prior to the commencement of the coverture. 

Swixren Eapy, J., in giving judgment, said that the question to be 
decided was whether, upon the true construction of the settlement, Mrs. 
Roy was bound to settle the fund in question. Now it had been urged 
that, though the language of the clause relating to after-acquired property 
could include a reversionary interest, there was no direction as to convert- 
ing such interests, whereas the settlement went on to say that the funds 
if under £20 were to be ‘‘ received, held, and enjoyed by Mrs. Roy for 
her own use and benefit,’’ as if pointing to interests in possession only. 
But part of the original settlement property itself was a reversionary 
interest and the settlement must be taken to have reference to that at 
Jeast, and therefore the words of the clause in question must be taken to 
cover reversionary interests, since any objection applicable to this clause 
applied equally to the funds originally in the settlement. This money, there- 
fore, was caught by the words of the covenant to settle after-acquired pro- 
perty. As regards specific performance of the covenant after the end of the 
coverture, the cases where performance was refused in favour of volunteers 
didnot apply. Here the trustees, who were parties to the contract, came and 
asked for specific performance. The settlement was for the benefit of Mrs. 
Roy to her separate use during any future coverture, and she at least was 
therefore a party within the marriage consideration in favour of whom the 
trustees were enforcing the contract. It was quite proper that the trustees 
should come and ask the court the question they had raised, and there 
would be costs of all parties out of the fund.—Counser, Perey Wheeler ; 
For, K.C., and L. B. Sebastian; Micklem, K.C., and Ford. Soxscrrors, 
Marson, Son, § Haigh ; Keen, Rogers, § Co. 

[Reported by C. H. Canpgen Noap, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re BRITISH POWER TRACTION AND LIGHTING CO. (LIM.). HALIFAX 
JOINT §ICK BANKING CO. (LIM.) v,. THE COMPANY. Warrington, J. 
24th, 25th, and 26th Jan. ; 6th Feb. 


Company—Winpinc Up—Recerrver anD Manacer—Avtnoriry To Borrow 
—Limit Excrepep—Ricur To INDEMNITY. 


An important question arose in this summons, as to whether a 

manager of a company's business ——. in a debenture-holders’ 
action who had exceeded the limit which the court had authorized 
him to borrow was entitled to be indemnified out of the assets 
of thecompany. By an order of the 4th of September, 1902, H. Watkin, 
who was then the receiver and manager of the undertaking and property 
of the above company, appointed in an ordinary debenture-holder’s action, 
was to be at liberty to raise on mortgage of the assets of the company a 
sum not exceeding £3,000 with interest, and such sum and interest was to 
be a first charge upon the assets, The money was required for the 
ordinary current expenses of carrying on the business of the company. On 
the 16th of December, 1902, the company was ordered to be wound up. Mean- 
while, in November, judgment was obtained in the action. Watkins banked 
with Barclay & Co. (Limited). He obtained leave from time to time to 
continue to act as manager, but made no application for leave to borrow 
further money. In February, 1903, by consent a new manager was 
appointed and Watkins was ordered to lodge his account. He however did 
not do so, but left the country. The accounts were pre by the new 
manager, when it appeared that beyond the £3,000 atkins had over- 
drawn his account at his bankers to the extent o§.£1,500, the total over- 
draft being £4,500. By an order of July, 1904, Barclay & Co. were declared 
entitled to priority to the holders of the debentures for the £3,000, and an 
inquiry was directed. Other debts had been incurred by Watkins, so that 
claims were made for £6,000 in addition to the £3,000. Watkins had 
returned to the country and become a bankrupt. The present summons 
was issued by the plaintiffs in the debenture-holders’ action, raising the 
question whether Watkins was entitled to be indemnified out of the assets 
of the company for the moneys he had nded in excess of the £3,000, 
and as to the rights of Barclay & Co. and the other creditors from whom 
he had borrowed this excess, to be paid under his indemnity. 

Warurnoton, J,.—It is undisputed that it is the duty of & manager 
appointed by the court to carrry on the business and enter into proper con- 
tracts on his own responsibility, and it is his right to be indemnified out of the 
assets against expenses and liabilities properly incurred in the execution of 
his duty. Moreover, although I do not find this anywhere ressly laid 
down, I think that expenses and liabilities dond side incurred in the ordinary 
course of the business would prima facie be treat: das having been proper! 
incurred. Is the position of a manager the same where, as here be & 
authorized to borrow a sum not exceeding a certain limit for the general 
ag of the business he is carrying on? I say ‘general purposes ” 

use I do not intend that what I am saying should apply where 

the authority to borrow is for a special purpose, It follows from 
Strapp v. Bull, Sons, § Co. (Limited) (43 W. R. 641; 1895, 2 Oh. 1) and 
Re Glasdir Copper Mines (22 Times L. R. 100) that he is not deprived 
altogether of his right to indemnity. But he is, nevertheless, not entitled 
without further authority to incur liabilities to an unlimited extent, and to 
have them paid out of the assets. The true position is that the order is 
intended to limit the general authority, and if he finds that the fund pro- 
vided by the court is not sufficient it is his duty to come to the court for 
further ——. If without such an application he incurs expenses and 
liabilities exceeding the limit, he is not entitled to be indemnified against 
them, unless he can shew that having re, to all the circumstances under 
Which they were incurred, he was justified in incurring them without first 


in each particular case. The evidence must be gone into on the 
examination of the several claims before’the registrar. Declaration 
accordingly.—Counset, Norton, K.C., and P. Wheeler ; Buckmaster, K.C., 
and Hon. F. Russell ; Upjohn, K.C., and J. R. Atkin; Cave, K.C., and LZ, 
Riley. Sorrcrrors, Jacques ¢ Oo, for Dickons ¢ Aked, Halifax; Howe ¢ 
Rake, for Lucas, Hutchinson, § Meek, Darlington ; Smith ¢ Co.; Tippetts, 
for J. W. Wall, Bootle-cum-Linacre, 
[Reported by Nevititx Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


THE HASKELL GOLF BALL - v. HUTCHISON. Warrington, J. 
8th Feb. 


Patent—INFRINGEMENT—AcTION DismissED witH Costs—CERTIPICATE oP 
REASONABLE AND Proper Particutars or Onsections — Taxation — 
Summons To Revrew—Patents, Destens, anp Trape-Marxs Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vict. c. 57), s. 29 (6)—R. 8. C., 1883, XXXLI. 4; LXY. 2. 


Adjourned summons. This was an application by summons to review 
the taxation of a bill of costs carried in by the defendants in an action 
for infringement of the plaintiffs’ patent, in which the defendants were 
successful, on the grounds, inéer alia, that the master had only allowed the 
defendants such costs as would have been incurred in an action where 
the sole issue was the question of invalidity of the patent on the 
ground of prior publication of the invention in two of the par- 
ticular instances set out in the defendants’ particulars of objec- 
tions. On the 23rd of December, 1904, the plaintiff company 
commenced an action to restrain the defendants from infringing their 
letters patent No. 17,5540f 1898 for ‘‘ improvements in the manufacture 
of golf balls.”” In their defence the defendants pleaded non-infring- 
ment and invalidity of the patent, and the particulars of objection 
alleged the invalidity of the plaintiffs’ patent upon the grounds that: (1) 
The invention in respect of which the letters patent were granted had been 
published prior to the date thereof, (a) in certain prior specifications and 
a dictionary, (2) by the manufacture of similar suitable for racquets, 
golf, and other games, and the sale and use thereof in public at certain 
specified dates and places, (ce) by the exhibition and use in public of balls 
made according to the said invention which were imported into this 
country by the defendants prior to the date of the letters patent. The 
particulars of objection alleged that the invention was not good 
subject-matter for a patent, and that the specifications did not 
sufficiently describe and ascertain the nature of the invention 
claimed. The action. came on for hearing before Buckley, J., on 
the 29th of May, 1905, and on the 28th of June, 1905, judgment was 
given for the defendants on the ground that the plaintiffs failed 
on the issue of novelty, and the action dismissed with costs accordingly. 
The learned judge also certified that two of the particular items as to prior 
user set out in paragraph 1 (8) of the particulars of objections were proper 
and reasonable under the Patents, Designs, and Trade-Marks Act, 1853, 
s. 29 (6). In due course the defendants carried in their bill of costs to be 
taxed by the taxing-master, the various items in the bill amounting to 
the sum of £4,283. he the result = weir fechas te a! this ewe 
the sum of £796, such sum apparently only i i e ordinary costs 0} 
the action—viz., pleadings, &c., and the costs incurred by reason of the 
two certified items in the particulars of objections, and excluding the 
costs incurred to substantiate the plea of non-infringement, and in con- 
nection with all the other objections and items set out in the i 
of objections except the two certified items as to prior user. The 
defendants objected to this taxation on the grounds that the taxing-master 
had allowed them such costs only as would have been incurred in an action 
where the sole issue was the question of prior publication of the plaintiffs’ 
invention by George William Fernie and raender Stewart (these 
being the two items as to which the judge had certified), and also that the 
taxing-master had not allowed the defendants’ costs of proving certain 
facts, which they had given notice to the plaintiffs to admit, and which 
the latter had not admitted. In his answer to the objections the taxing- 
master stated, inter alia, that in his opinion the evidence of Professor Boys 
and other witnesses of that class dealt with matters mentioned in the 
third head of the particulars of objection, and in respect of which no 
certificate had been granted under the Patente, Designs, and Trade-Marks 
Act, 1883, s. 29 (6). Under these circumstances the defendants issued this 
summons to review the taxation. 

Waxrinorton, J., after stating the facts and the question to be deter- 
mined: What was the duty of the taxing-master in this case? I think 
his duty was to tax the defendants’ bill in the same way as in an ordivary 
action, except that he must not allow the costs of particulars not certified. 
His duty as to disallowances, however, was limited to such particulars. 
The taxing-master has in fact taxed the bill, not upon the basis of the 
formal judgment, but upon the reasons upon which he considered that 
judgment was founded. Ord. 65, r. 2, has been cited in support of the 
taxation, but I do not think that applies toa case like this. Thee 
** costs follow the event’? means where an issue is raised the costs of 
all matters in the action relevant to that issue follow the event of the 
issue, Jones v. Curling (82 W. R, 651, 13 Q. B. D, 262) was an action for 
the recovery of various closes of land, and the plaintiff was held to be right 
with regard to some and wrong with regard to others. The costs were 
held to be distributable accordingly, but that is not an authority in this 
case, because there there were several distinct issues, here there is only 
one, Itis s ted here that where the defence consists of two parts— 
viz., (1) non-infringement, (2) invalidity of the patent, that two distinct 
issues are raised, I do not think this is 80; there is only one main issae— 
that is, “Have the defendants infri the plaintiffs’ legal right?" 





obtaining leave. What circumstances would justify him in so ae 


fannot, I think, be defined in general terms, but must be determin 








There is only one issue, though the action is defended upon two grounds. 
Now, the master has disallowed the whole costs of the wit- 
nesses, although part might have been allowed without reference to 
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the particulars of objections, I think the master should have gone 
further into this, With regard to the second part of the defendants’ 
objec‘’ons to the taxation, the defendants gave notice to the plaintiffs to 
admit certain facts, and the latter did not admit them. The taxing- 
master has disallowed the costs of proving these facts. If the notice to 
admit had been wholly with regard to points connected with uncertified 

, then I think the taxing-master would have been right. But 
if the notice to admit was right, and if the defendants were forced to call 
witnesses to prove facts which the defendants refused to admit, then I 
think the costs of proving such facts should have been allowed. I must 
therefore refer the matter back to the taxing-master, and the plaintiffs 
(in the action) may have leave to appeal.—OounseL, Bousfield, K.C., and 
J. C. Graham ; Norton, K.C., and A. J. Walter. Soutcrrors, Burton, Yeates, 
¢ Hart ; Wilson, Bristows, § Carpmael. 


[Reported by E. Wavett Rivas, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


LEWIS & SOLOME v. THE CHARING CROSS, EUSTON, AND HAMP- 
STEAD RAILWAY CO. Warrington, J. 7th and 8th Feb. 


Ramway mv Merrorotis—Private Act—Purtine Down Bumprncs For 
Purposes or Station— Notice — “‘ Burtpine Owner’’ — INTERFERENCE 
with Party Srrucrurr—Lonpon Buripine Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vict. 
c. ccxmt.), ss. 5 (31), 90(1), 201 (8)—Rartways Criauses ConsoLIpATION 
Act, 1845 (8 Vicr. c. 20), ss. 16, 45—Cnartne Cross, Euston, anD 
Hampstead Rariway Act, 1893, s. 5. 


This was an action by the plaintiffs, who are the lessees of 
No. 22, Cranbourn-street, in the city of Westminster, for an injunc- 
tion to restrain the defendants from continuing the demolition of 
No. 21, Cranbourn-street in such a way as to interfere with the 
party-wall between Nos. 21 and 22, and the question of law involved 
was whether the defendant company were liable to give the notice required 
by section 90 (1) of the London Building Act, 1894, to be given to the 
adjoining owner before pulling down No. 22. Under the provisions of 
the Charing Cross, Euston, and Hampstead Railway Act, 1893, the 
defendant company were authorized to construct a tube railway running 
up the Charing Cross-road and crossing Cranbourn-street. It appeared 
that at the corner of Charing Cross-road and Cranbourn-street the 
defendant company were constructing a station, and for that purpose 
acquired No, 21, Cranbourn-street by agreement for ‘‘ extraordinary 
iow ae ” under section 45 of the Railway Clauses Act, 1845, The 

ouse standing upon this property they proceeded to demolish, without 
| ynae—tag | having given the notice required by section 90 (1) of the 

mdon Building Act, 1894, to be given by ‘‘a building owner’’ to the 
adjoining owner, the owner in this case being the plaintiffs in the action, 
who were in ssion of No. 22, Cranbourn-street under a lease from Lord 
Salisbury. On the 13th of January, 1906, the writ in the action was issued 
by the plaintiffs claiming an injunction and damages for wrongful inter- 
ference with the nen caenrd possession of No. 22, Cranbourn-street and 
trespass. At the hearing it was agreed that the point of law as to whether 
notice should have been given under the London Building Act, 1894, 
should be taken first, the question of fact as to whether the defendants 
had actually interfered with the party structure or not to be taken after- 
wards. For the plaintiffs it was argued that the defendants were 
not exempted from the provisions of the London Building Act, 1894, 
as to notice, either by thelr private Act, or under the exemptions contained 
ixPart VIII. of the London Building Act, 1894. For the defendants it 
was contended that the company were exempted from the provisions of the 
London Building Act, 1894, and even if that were not so the plaintiffs’ 
remedy was by way of compensation under the Railway Clauses Act, and 
not by injunction and x 

Wangrneton, J., held on the point of law that the defendant company 
per re to Part VIII. of the London Building Act, 1894, which relates to 
*‘ adjoining owners,’’ and therefore should have served the notice required 

section 90 (1) upon the defendants before commencing to pull down No. 
21, Cranbourn-street. His lordship distinguished Parts VI. and VII. of 
the Act, which relate to the “ construction ”’ of buildings, from Part VIIL., 
which relates to the “ rights of building and adjoining owners.”’ Section 
201 exempted from Parts VI. and VII., but not from Part VIIL., because 
here the defendants were not constructing a new building, but pulling 
down an already a eaten. With regard to the fact of interfer- 
ence his lordship, after having heard the evidence, and after a view of the 

6 on the morning of the 8th of February, held that there had been 
no substantial interference with the party-wall so as to affect its stability. 
Acting, therefore, upon the legal maxim de minimis non curat lex, his lord- 
ship dismissed the action, but, in view of the fact that notice under the 
London Building Act had not been given by the defendants, without costs. 
—Covrset, Rowden, K.0., R. Cunningham Glen, and P. B. Morle; Rosksll, 
K.C., and Austen-Cartmell, Soxscrrons, G. C. L. Fry; Bircham § Co, 


[Reported by BE, Wavz.. Rivces, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
HINKINS AND OTHERS ». ALDER. Div. Court. 13th Feb, 
Covewawr — Resraicrive Covenant — Constnucrion — “ Assions on 
Svccessons ’—Execvronrs —Contract or Persona, Service. 

Appeal from the judge of the county court of Essex holden at Waltham 
Abbey, The plaintiffs, Hinkins and Dent, were executors under the will 
of Richard dated the 23rd of January, 1905. By an agreement dated 
the 20th of April, 1895, made between the said Richard Head and the 


defendant Alder, it was agreed that ‘‘ Whereas the said Richard Head, of 
Vicarage Farm, The Chase, Enfield, farmer and milk yendor, has at the 





= 
request of William Alder, agreed to hire and employ him in his service as 
amilk carrier . . . atwages . . . such hiring to commence 
the 20th day of April, 1895, and to further continue until the 

tion of two weeks’ notice to be given in writing by either 

to the other of his intention to determine this contract, except, 
ing the said William Alder should be found drunk . . . then the 
said R. Head shall be at liberty to discharge the said W. Alder without 
any notice, and upon such other terms and conditions herein contained, ang 
the said W. Alder hath agreed to enter such service and. to serve faithfully 
the said R. Head, his assigns or successors to the said business 3 
at the wages and upon the terms hereinbefore mentioned, and the said W, 
Alder shall not or will not during the continuance of gn¢h 
service or within the space of twenty-four calendar months of quitting or 
being discharged from the said service either commence, carry on, or be jn 
any way concerned in the trade of a cowkeeper, milkman, or milk carrier 
within the distance of four miles of the place of business of the saig 
R. Head without the written consent of the said R. Head aforesaid, and ag 
a further security for the due observance and performance of the said 
agreementon his part, thesaid W. Alder doth hereby agree that if at any time 
during the said service or within ap oy calendar months after the 
determination thereof he the said W. Alder shall commence or carry on 
or be concerned in the trade of a cowkeeper or the business of a milkman, 
milk carrier, or in any way whatever as a master or servant in the 
milk trade within the distance specified aforesaid, he the said W. Alder, 
shall and will pay unto the said R. Head, his successors or his assigns, the 
sum of forty shillings for every such day that he shall act contrary to this 
agreement. . . .” R. Head died on the 23rd of January, 1905, and 
W. Alder, the defendant, continued in the service of the executors, the 
plaintiffs (who continued to carry on the business), down to the 4th of 
February, 1905, when he left and started business for himself such as 
would constitute a breach of the covenant set out in the above-mentioned 
agreement if the said covenant was operative in favour of the executors, 
The plaintiffs sought an injunction restraining Alder from committing an 
alleged breach of the covenant and damages in accordance with the 
termsof the above-mentioned agreement. The county court judge 
gave judgment for the plaintiffs. The defendant appealed on the 
grounds (inter alia): ‘‘(1) That the judge was wrong in point 
of law in holding that the agreement sued upon constituted an 
agreement by the defendant with the executors or administrators 
of the said R. Head. (2) That the agreement of service was limited 
to the life of R. Head. (3) That upon the constrnction of the 
agreement the defendant had never quitted or been discharged from the 
service of R. Head, his assigns or successors. Counsel for the defendant 
admitted that on the authority of Jacoby v. Whitmore (49 L. T. 335) a 
restraining covenant was part of the goodwill of a business, and if the 
testator had assigned his business the defendant would have continued 
to be bound by his covenant. Moreover, Jackson v. Bridge (12 Mod, 
650) had decided that an executor was included in the term “assignee.” 
But that case was decided on a point of construction and the decision 
was therefore restricted to the deed then under consideration ; further, 
there the covenantor covenanted to serve the testator or his assigns 
for a period of eight years, and as the testator could not say he would live 
for eight years it must be taken to have included his executors in the term 
assigns. Farrow v. Wilson (L. R. 4 C0. P. 744) had decided that a contract 
of service expired at the death of the employer apart from stipulations to 
the contrary. Hence this contract of service expired at the death of Head, 
and no breach of the covenant could occur, because a breach only happend 
in the event of the defendant quitting the service or being discharged, 
Counsel for the respondent contended that Jackson v. Bridge was precisely 
in point. A restraining covenant did not cease at the death of the 
covenantee, but enured for the benefit of the business: Smith v. Hawthorn 
(76 L. T. 716). 2 

Tne Court (Lord Atvgrstonr, C.J., and Ripiey and Danr.rna, JJ.) di- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstone, O.J., in the course of his judgment said that the 
court could not give a decision in favour of the appellant’s argument 
without overruling Jackson v. Bridge. Possibly a distinction might be 
drawn between that case and the present, but it would be for a higher 
court to draw it. Smith v. Hawthorn was also a material decision in 
favour of the respondent. 

Riptey and Daruine, JJ., concurred.—Covunsen, Morle ; Edmondson ani 
Vernon Harcourt, Souicrrons, Avery § Sons; Paul E. Vanderpump § Kee, 
for P. G. Vanderpump, Enfield Town, 


[Reported by Mavaicz N. Dravoquer, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law. 
LORETTE v. PATRICK COLLINS. J. A. COLLINS v, SAME Div. Court. 
12th Feb. - 


Conrract—Music-nat, Artistes — AGREEMENTS — AGREZMENTS TO WR 
CANCELLED 1F Have was *‘ CLosep” vor any Cause WiArever—AssiGn- 
MENT BY Proprietor or Aut His Interest In Hari —Enrenrarsments 


Given as Usvan unpek New Manacemtenr—Derence to OLam 
THAT THE AssiIGnNMENT was A ‘*QCLosinac”’ or tue Hart so Far As 
gue Dervenpants’ Lianmairy Unper tue AGREEMENTS WAS CONCERNED 
—Damacrs. 


These were two appeals which arose out of the same circumstances and 
were tried together. In the first, Mr. Patrick Collins, at one time pro 
prietor of the Hippodrome at Stoke-on-Trent, and the defendant in both 
actions, was sued at the Westminster County Court by Miss Lorette, who 
had entered into a contract with him dated the 30th of August, 1904, to 
appear for a week in March, 1905, at the Hippodrome. The contract, which 
contained the usual clause that the artiste should not prior to the commence 


ment of the engagement appear at any place of amusement within ten millet, 
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wer +144 as follows: ‘* In the event of the hall closing for any cause what- |. 
sy ag provides jstinetly ‘understood this agreement shall be immediately cancelled Legal N ews. 
from . ement absolved from all liabilities in respect of salaries due 
€ and the manag’ . - . , 
Xpita. rospective.”” “A notice appearing twice in the Era to this effect Appointments. 
e Potore closing shall be accepted as sufficient notice by all parties con- ; 
her a cerned.” In January, 1905, the defendant entered into an agreement Mr. R. E. Nostz, barrister-at-law, has been appointed Chief Magistrate 
m4. with Mr. T. A. Edwards, of the Palace, Derby, to assign to him all his | at Nairobi, East African: Protectorate. 
ed a jaterest in the Hippodrome, and later on that agreement was completed. | Mr. Tuomas FREDERICK Dickinson, solicitor, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne; 
ithtall As Collins’ Hippodrome the house was closed on Saturday, the 28th of | has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dickinson was admii 
1 BE Sry, ana was open Oy ended Uy Se det Bie oat rae oath | see 3 
said W. following Monday. It was Ort ended by the defendaris oon * - | Mr. Reorvap Anrnony Commer Sars, solicitor, of Scunthorpe, Lincs., 
af muh ment constituted a clos og waa Lor’ eg rs on pony and Ashby, Lines., has been appointed # Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. 
tting or the plaintiff and himself, an that under the con ract the ng wo a Symes was imitted in 1899. 
or be in the plaintiff should appear for one week in March at the Hippodrome was 
- carri cancelled. The action was tried before his Honour Judge Woodfall, Information R uired 
the atid who held that the plaintiff was entitled | to recover, as he con- eq ° 
, and ag i that there had been no “closing” of the hall within the| kprrm Barxer.—Any one in Vergy = of a Will or deed of settlement by 
he said terms of the contract & understood by the parties, since the Pet | the late Aen Barker, wife of Lieut. Alfred Barnett Barkes, BLN. (dsughter 
voy time formance Was continued under practically the same conditions by | of Anthony Hutton, ‘merchant, of Liverpool), is requested to comm 
fter the he new management without 8 eva.” Only one notice in the | with Jas. H. Dunn & ‘Allison, solicitors, 34, Gilmour-street, Paisley. 
“ATTY on Fra had really been given before the change, and this constituted no acne 
ilkioun specific announcement that the hall was to be closed by Mr. Collins. He G 1] 
+ in the therefore considered Miss Lorette was entitled to damages for breach of a4 i : 
Alder contract, and awarded her eleven guineas and costs. From that judgment It is stated that Mr. Alfred Lyttelton, K.C., will not resume his ordinary 
ons the the defendant appealed. In the second case the plaintiff, Mr. J. A. | practice at the bar, but this intention does not apply to exceptional 
— thin Collins, who had entered into a similar agreement for the appearance of | services, such as that of an arbitrator. 
05, and the Stella Troupe for ® week at the defendant's hall at a salary of £20,| It is stated that the improvement in the condition of Sir James Mathew 
ors, the Jess 5 percent, S¥ the defendant in the Liverpool County Court. The | js well maintained. The London Gazette contains the formal announcement 
, 4th of county court judge, his Honour Judge Shand, held in favour of the | that he will receive an annuity of £3,500 on his retirement from the Court 
—s Cony ~ ens co Peete judgment said that these were two of Appeal. 
nti LVERSTONE, U.d-, a ‘ : : 
wr conflicting decisions as to the e nstruction of a clause in a written agree” eit” = how — says yey 4 Standard, Oo Bl “yy at Blo 
tting ot ment which came before that court upon the ap of the respective ’ ’ been ’ ted - village. 
ing an : ee ; For about a hundred years they have been conducted in this hostelry, @ 
ith the Josing parties in the county courts. He came to the conclusion that the room being set apart es pecially for the purpose—the only instance a the 
ye Westminster decision was right and the Liverpool decision wrong. ‘As a | oom being set SP y A Be 
5 judge on ioral Bo his | kind probably in England. In future the magistrates will discharge their 
on the matter of fact the hall was not closed as a place o! amusement, and, in his | 3 ties in a courthouse that hes tly been b nailt. 
1 point opinion, the assigning of his interest in the building to Mr. Edwards was pipes noe 
ited not ‘a closing”? within the meaning of the contract. The defendant It is time, says the Times reporter in Appeal Court No. 2, that something 
istrators dis of his interest without protecting the rights of the artistes or should be done to remedy the defective acoustic properties of this court. 
limited paying anything to them or arranging with them for @ cancellation of The distance between the bench and the seats assigned to the bar, more 
it out of his power to fulfil these agree- | °5 Ny to the junior bar, is 80 + that it is at times a matter of 
extreme difficulty and strain to hear with any distinctness the j ts 


their agreements. The putting 1 
between the bench and bar 
red 











of the . . cyte >. 
nients certainly did not free the defendant from liability : Ogdens (Limited) 1 
pee rien ev and Telford (1904, 2 K. B. 410). To uphold lity Ause as covering | or observations of the court. ‘The space 
335) a the action of the defendant would be a great act of injustice. The appe seats seems unnecessarily wide and might be uced with advantage. 
d if the by the defendant would be dismissed with costs, and that by the plaintiff In the Probate, &c., Division on Monday the President said that he 
ntinued allowed with costs. chould like to refer to an error in the latest edition (the seventh) of Browne 
2 Mod, Rrouey and Daruina, JJ., concurred. —Counset, F. E. Smith, for Patrick | and Powles on Divorce, which had al caused inconvenience in one or 
signee.” Collins; Walter Payne, for Miss Lorette ; Emile Cannot,for J. A. Collins. | two cases. The error was the form of the petition for divorce set out 
decision Souscrtons, Maude § Tunnichffe, for C. B. Hortom, Stoke-on-Trent ; J. | on p. 264, paragral h 6, which was not in accordance with the new rule No. 
further Amery, Parkes, § Co. ; Judge § Priestly. 220, as to stating the domicil of| the parties at the time of the institution 
assigns (Reported by Easxixs Reip, Esq, Barrister-at-Law.] of the suit, and not, as set out in ths form, at the time of the marriage. 
wld. live — A case from Wales, which recently came before Mr. Justice Farwell 
he term in the Chancery Division, caused, says the Evening Standard, consider- 
contract L S . able difficulty, and called forth the remark from his lordship, This is 
tions to aw ocieties. most unsatisfactory. Why was the action not tried in Wales? The 
f Head, = P a matter arose out of & dispute about a lease between & gentleman over 
append Solicitors Benevolent Association. eighty years and his ne hew, and neither the plaintiff nor the otis 
— The usual monthly meeting of the board of direstors of this association ee ‘a fo. glial o~ evidence of the former to be by 
of re was held at the Law Society, Chancery-lane, on the 14th inst., Mr. J. | °° the de s witnesses. ies 
atl 7 Roger B. Gregory in the chair, the other directors present being Sir George | _ It is stated, as the result of a search into precedent, says the Westminster 
wei Lewis, Bart., and Mesers. W. C. Blandy (Reading), A. Davenport, W. | Gazette, that on only one occasion the opening of Parliament on 
G. King, O. G. May, Jast Tuesday) in the whole of the British Constitution has a new 
of the month. That Parliament was 


J.) di —, Charles Goddard, L. Ww. — Hickley, b-£ :. wa : nd I 
seh foe _A. Pinsent (Birmingham), W. Arthur Sharpe, and d. | Scott (secretary). arliament been opened on 

ghent) — y) the fourth Parliament called by Charles I., which is known 85 the Short 

of April, 1640—the _ a since 


f relief, nineteen new 4 
i Parliament. It met on the 13 











hat the A sum of £678 was distributed in grants 0 

8 a eee mae — aaen, SR ee the dissolution of 1629—and was dissolved, after & session of three weeks 
i oa only, on the 5th of May. Never since the institution of regular Parlia- 
tee. ments had on so | a = a Parliament as that 
6 , which preced e amation 0 Assembly. 

Ison ant Law Students J ournal. We understand, says the a that arly —— ~ 4 Comm, 
+ Ko 4 ieti after haustive examina have concl 
bi Law Students’ Societies. after nt Captain Cecil Norton, of Bree"peen appointed « Junior Lord of 

the recent appeal to the constituencies, does not 


Law Srupents’ DEBatINe Socrery.—Feb. 13.—Chairman, Mr. W. G. | the Treasury 
Weller.—The subject for debate was : “That the case of Shefield Corporation | require to be re-elected in consequence of his transfer from the un to 
Court v. Barclay (1905, A. C. 392) (Company—For; Transfer of Stock—Indem- | the salaried list. Mr. Faller, om the other hand, having office 
- LOUK, nity) was wrongly decided.” Mr. C. P. Bl well opened in the affirmative, | since his return, will from the voters of the estbury 
ol Open. G. Adams opened | Division of Wilts, and » Soe, ‘writ will be moved for on an early day, 
Monday The view entertained by Sir Lawson Walton and 













Mr. C. Dowding seconded in the affirmative ; 
To WR in the negative, Mr. J. R. Smith seconded in the negative. The following abl ‘ 
Asstane members also § oke: Messrs. Pl % h Rendell, Alexander W. §. Robson is that any member becoming & Junior Lord of the Treasury 
INMENTS Sparrow, and Richardson. The motion was lost by eight votes. _— subsequently oe te his ———, whether the office —_ 2 
OLam Bmaincuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Feb. 13.—Mr. J. W. Hallam in ary with it or not ; e oe ee especially relied upon 
Fan as the chair.—A motion moved by Mr. 8. Morris, ‘That he Anauai Mock Trial | 1881, when, Mr. Herbert Gladstone had to seek re-election to in 
NCERNED should not be held this year,’’ was discussed, and after being put to the vote analogous ea. 
was declared by the chairman to be lost. The following moot point was Sir Edward Fry, who has, says a writer in the Globe, rendered the 
ons then debated: “That the case of Kine v. Jolly (1905, 1 Ch. 480) was wrongly | country much valuable service since he retired from the bench, has given 
ne pro- decided.’’ The followin a on behalf of the affirmative: Messrs. a further proof of his spirit. For his services as arbitrator under 
in both W. H. OC. Sharp, B.A., J. ley, E. W. Tunbridge, B.8e., J.J. Pritchard, | the the Metropolitan Water Act from October, 1903, to October, 1904, his 
tte, who and A. J. Gateley ; and on behalf of the nage Messrs. W. Kentish, | remun ‘was £5,000. He has declined, however, to — than 
1904, to G. M. Bark, B.A., LL.B., F. G. Smith, J. H. Round, F. W. Whitehouse, £1,500, which is the difference between his pension of £3, and the 
+ which and J. D. H. Osborn, After the openers on replied, the salary he received as a Lord Justice. It is eometimes said that judges are 
terrors chairman summed up, and the voting was taken. The motion was carried | disinclined to retire, because they have no means of ocoupy their time 
by four votes. A vote of thanks to the chairman closed the outside the area of judicial work. This sombre view is scarce confirmed 
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by Sir Edward Fry’s experience. In addition to_acting as Chairman of 
the Court of Arbitration under the Metropolitan Water Act, he presided 
over the Royal Commission on the Irish Land Acts in 1897, filled the réle 
of arbitrator in the Grimsby fishing trade dispute in 1901, and played a 
prominent part as British legal assessor at the Commission of Inquiry into 
the North Sea incident about twelve months ago. 

At the annual licensing meeting for the City of Birmingham, on the 8th 
inst., says. the Times, the chairman, Mr. A. M. Chance, said the scale of 
compensation for extinguished licences had been referred to the Inland 
Revenue authorities, and they had promised that the amounts should be 
fixed before that meeting. They had, however, received a letter from 
Somerset House, dated the 6th of February, stating that the Board of 
Inland Revenue found it would not be possible for them to fix the amount 
for some little time, as they were not in receipt of the information they 
required, and it might be some days before they could procure it. When 
they recrived it, they would proceed to determine the compensation by the 
same method and on the same principles as in other cases. He (the 
chairman) thought it was placing benches of magistrates in a great 
difficulty that they were kept in ignorance on this subject. They gave 
notice a year ago of a certain reduction of licences, and they did not know 
even now on what principle or what scale they were to calculate the 
compensation for the comiug year. He hoped the new Government would 
take some steps in the matter, so that when the justices were asked to shut 
up houses and give compensation they would have some definite system by 
which to calculate the amount. He thought the Inland Revenue 
authorities had been extremely dilatory, since three months seemed not 
sufficient for them to have completed their reckoning. 

A rude shock, says a writer in Maemillan’s Magazine, often awaits the 
man who enters some of our courts with preconccived notions of their 
sobriety. He finds men and women vibrating with laughter and open- 
eared, hungering for more amusement which wig and gown are striving to 
supply. Below sit the litigants wondering what it all means, and 
calculating the monetary cost to them of this irrelevant banter. They 
nether understand nor relish the contest of wits, although the law was 
made for them, and they have first claim to consideration. They are 
seeking redress from real or supposed wrongs, or defending their acts. 
There is no humour in the situation to them. More or less it 
isa tragedy, a serious epoch in their lives, with fortune, reputation, or 
even liberty at state. They are in no mood for jokes; yet the flow of fun 

on continvously. In wit itself there is no merit. Its application 
gives it worth and value. To evolvea circumstance that shall justify the 
application is neither effective nor fair. Nevertheless this is positively 
attempted. That a bidis sometimes made for public favour cannot be 
denied. There is obvious deliberate preparation of facetious comment to 
embellish a hearing of which the theme is known beforehand; “a looking 
round for applause,’ and ‘‘an itching inclination to be commended.” 
Habitual wags of the bench use an autocratic power. Be their jokes 
good or bad, they must be received with consuming satisfaction expressed 
on sufferance. 

At the Northampton Assizes on the 8th inst., says the Times, Mr. Justice 
Jelf called the attention of the grand jury to two charges of obtaining 
credit by fraud. He said that, in view of the numerous cases that there 
were of this kind it was interesting to see the development of the law 
relating to them. Originally the law provided that, for a person to be 
found guilty of such an offence, such person must be proved to have 
obtained money or chattels by a false pretence of an existing fact. Now, 
obtaining lodgings by a false pretence was clearly not obtaining ‘‘ money 
or chattels,’’ and although a debt was incurred no offence was committed. 
In order to remedy this the Debtors Act, 1869, contained a provision that 
any person who in incurring a debt or liability obtained credit under false 

or by means of any other fraud should be guilty of a mis- 
demeanour. ‘he old law of pleading in cases of falee pretences necessitated 
that the false pretence should be set out in the indictment, so as to 
ive notice to the pri-oner of what was sought to be made out against him. 
ut some nineteen years ago the Court for Crown Cases Reserved decided 
that it was not necessary in an indictment charging a person with obtain- 
ing credit under a false pretence or by fraud to tet out the false pretence 
orthe fraud: Re Pierce (26 L. J. M.C., p. 86). The result is that the 
prosecution prepare two counts, the first for obtaining food by false pre- 
tences, setting them out, and the second one with obtaining credit under 
false pretences or by fraud, without setting out the false pretences or the 
fraud. This course is certainly convenient from the point of view of the 
prosecution, for, if it turns out that prisoner is acquitted of the first— 
owing maybe to the failure to establish the alleged false pretence—he is 
tried on the second count and often convicted of the false pretence or 
fraud of which he has had no notice. This seems hardly fair on the 
opera but until the above decision is reviewed—if it ever is reviewed— 
is (in his lordship’s opinion) better to give the prisoner particulars of the 
false pretence or fraud with which he is to be charged, so that he may know 
what the case against him is. 








To Execvrons.—Vavations ron Puovare.—Mesers. Watherston & Son, 
Jewellers, Goldsiniths, and Silversmiths to H.M. The King, 6, Vigo-street 
(leading from Kegent-strect to Burlington-gardens and Hond-street), 
London, W., Value, Purchase, or Arrange Collections of Plate or Jewels for 
Family Distribution, late of Pall Mall East, adjoining the National 
Gallery.—{Avvr.] 

Fixe» Iscoues.—Houses and Hesidential Flate can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures, 
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Emercency Aprgzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justicg 
Date. TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. Tac 
nea 19 Mr. King Mr. Greswell Mr. Farmer Mr, Carrington 
+».20 Ch i Beal 
W. Leach Greswell Farmer Carrington 
Theed! Church i Beal 
Church Greswell Farmer Carrington 
ll Church King Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckuey. Joyor. Swinrey Eapy. Wanainatoy, 
19 Mr. Theed Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson Mr. R. Leach 
Ww. h R. Leach Pemberton Godfrey 
Theed Godfrey Jackson Pemberton 
W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Jackson 
oT sas Theed Godfrey Jackson Beal 
Saturday cisseeccerecerees W. Leach R. Leach Pemberton Carrington 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Reversions anp Lire Po.icizs. 


Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrizvp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 8(5) of the 
above-named Interests at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
ae lots were sold at the prices named. Total amount realised being £3,812 10s, 

REVERSIONS : 


$ £ 
To £1,265 15s. Consols  ... ove ove < aes Sold 750 . 
TOLER BOO nse eet wine eee » 9850 0 

POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 

‘or £5,000 ... oe ove eee ove eee ese oes oe » 1,875 0 
For £2,700 ... ooo eee eco eco eee eee ove eee » 2000 
_Hor £500... J ove ove . . . » 400 0 
* For £300 ass eee eee eee ose oe eos ooo » 22710 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fnivay, Feb. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 

Atrrep Sranway, Liwirrep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 30, directed to be heard 

at Wa , Feb 22, White & Sons, Warrington, for Piesse & Sons, Old Jewry 
chmbrs, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 

than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 21 
Loraixe Prorgegty Co, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to be 

heard Feb 20, Ellis & Co, Portland House, Basinghall st, solors for petner. Notice of 

sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


eb 19 

Moror Car Co (1905), Limrrzep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 6, directed to be heard 
Feb 20. Peacock & Goddard, South sq, Gray’s inn, for Mullings & Co, Cirencester, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 
6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 

Sournenp Parace Hore. Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 7, directed to 
be heard Feb 20, Halse & Co, Cheapside, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 19 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, Feb. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep in CHANCERY. 

Decorative Ant Tite Co, Lim1rzp—Creditors are required, on or before March 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Richard 
Ecroyd Clark and Richard Espley, Albion st, Hanley. ‘Till, solor for liquidators 

Griascow asp Loyvon Ciornizss, Lim.tep (In Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before March 2, to lodge particulars of their claims, at the office of John 
Wilson & Stirling, 154, 8t Vincent st, Glasgow 

Monszyweieut Apvertisina Co (19 5), Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Rowland Hill Stainforih, 31, Lombard st. Hartcup & Co, Surrey st, Strand, solors 
for liquidator 

Mveavumonyxo Co, Limtrgp (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before March 8, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frank 
F Edwards, 50, Cannon st 

Parext Recengrative Furnace Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 8, 
directed to be heard Feb 27. Kooke & Sous, Lincoln's inn fields, for Brain & Brain, 
Reading, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 26 

Quinians, Luurep — Creditors are required, on or before March 9, t > send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Simon Jude, 10, Cook st, Liver- 
pool. Dod, solor for liquidator 

Sano. Gotp Mines, Linitep—Creditors are required, on or before March 27, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debt» or claims, to John Ponsford, 
6, Qi st pl. Francis & Joh , Gt Winchester st, solors for liquidator 

Soutuwett Gas Licur axp Coxe Co, Limirap—Creditors are required, on or before 
Moots to send their names aud addresses to E A Browne, Bentinck bldgs, Wheeler 





’ 

Yorxsasne Buitpina asp Monvumentat Srone Co, Limirep—Petn for winding up, pre- 
sented Feb 6, directed to be heard at Salford, March 16, at 10, Siinger, Accrington, 
solor for petners. Nutice of appesring must rach the above-named not later than 
6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 15 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gaseds,—Tunsvay, Feb. 13, 
Bowrenxn, Cuanres, O14 Quebec st March 19 Bowyer y Hearne, Kekewich,J Medley, 
Lincoln's inn fields 


Sruruxzseon, Cuaucorre Exizavetu, Public Asylum for Lunatics, Saint Venant, Canton 

de Lillers, Arrondissement de Béthuene, t du Pas de Calais, France 

® Lyndon v Neate, Swinfen Kady,J Neate, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 

Brovoy, Hunny, P » Devon, JP March ig ¥M Collier, Badler, & Co vy Kitson & 

Royal Courts of Justice Hex 
Wine Retailer 


” T 
Tinson, Janus Guonon, w Mates af Groves y Tinson, Keke- 





Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—{Avvr.] 





wich, J Wilkinson, Weymouth 
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Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Ciam. 


London Gasette.—Fripay, Feb. 2. 
Gzorcz, Lower Broughton, Salford, Brazen Sheet Mstal Worker Feb 28 


Biases & Wright, Manchester 


BockLeR, JOHN ¥ ssELL, Collingham gdns, South Kensington March 12 Wansey & Co, | Bia, Sees, Northfield, 
min 

Canzicx, Joun Ricnarpsoy, Newcastle upon Tyne, Butcher March 1 Arnott & 

30 Htart-Dyke, pu of Lancaster Office Newcastle upon ; ” 

Chowan, Waures Raypotrn Le Harpy, Bohemia av, Chiswick Feb 28 Twyford, 


oorgate st 
Cooks, Rev Hezexun, Fama in Wharfedale, Yorks, Prim‘tive Methodist Minister 
March 3 Harrison & 


Moorgeeathport March 1 Threfall, South 
Dartox, FaeDERick, Liverpool, Sailor 


Doxx, Aww Repecca, Devonport March 20 Pha Devonport 


FRaxcE, James, Alderley Edge, Chester March7 Row 


wax, JOHN, Overpark, 
= ‘Austin Fr.ars 


Lambert, Hull 


Hamewortn JOBN, Menston in Wharfedale, Yorks March1 Stamford & Metcalfe, 
Bradford 


or 


‘botham, O) 
vietermaritzburg, Natal March 2) a eS Co, 


Gsormias, FREDERICK Brent, Ingmanthorpe Hall, nr Wetherby, Yorks April 1 Hear- | Corriecp, Emmy, Falmouth Maks J 
lds & COE, —- Musaay, Newcastle upon . = 


Wittiams, Witiiam, Ha 
Haverfordwest 


Oven, % Wiu1ax, Hove, 8 
Eppowss, Jony, 


Way, Henry Savory, = hill ae wey: ; 


Wixtow, Jonx GauLer, ce bne Solicitor 
Wisnart, Caaxces Mitye, Tule hill March 20 Loughborough & Co, Austin friars 


London Gasette.—Tuxspay, Feb. 6. 


-Evans & Williams, 
March 9 Dyer, Bath 


King’s Norton, Worcester March 25 Powell & Browett, 


March 1 Arnott & Co, Newcastle 


JP Marchi19 Janson & Co, hill 
March1 J Bradfi 


Haypock, STEPHEN, Burnley March3 Whittingham, Burnley : 3 

Haver, Frances Lyp1a, Bath March 12 Stuckey & Co, Brighton Euuis, Saran Ayn, ive, Blackpool Feb 21 y, Blackpool 

Hunst, THOMAS Barker, Bradford, Herbalist Feb 28 Mathers, Bradford Frecpnouse, Josera March 10 berg D4 i 

Hopson, Isaac, Sunderland, Market Gardener March 1 er, Sunderland GrisDLey, Enoxas, theses Manchester, Cabinet 1 Field & Cuaning- 


Logp, Mary Tax LOR, Ashton on Mersey March16 Allen & C 





, Manchester 
Kopert Knox, CMG, Inverness mans, Queen's rd "March 5 Gasquet & Co, | Gupry, ALBIN, Somme, Bristol March8 Keary & Chippenham 
ee eeer, 4 sa | Hararson, Witt1aM, Whetstone March 31 i Gos, Bowes 
Metinzson, Avs Manta, Richmond March 8 Dowson & Co, Surrey st, Victoria embank-  Heysaam, W1LLIAM Nuszz, Westbourne pk rd Feb 28 iota & & Co, Bedford row 
Trinty House Pilot Feb 22 Fleetw 


Gt Tower st 


Mason, ~ Leeds Marchi Beaumont & Croft, Leeds 
Mzz, Manziox, Higher Duryaid, Exeter March 31 Andrew & Oo, Gt James st, | 


Bedford row 


Morrett, Jonny Witiiam, Adelaide rd, South Hampstead 
b 
pu by James Isis, Ormskirk March ~ my be ' Ormskirk 
28 


‘PaILuirs, Joux Farr, Woking March 3 Mossop, Fo 


PixokagD, AGNES Wemyss, Belsize rd, South Hampstead March 3 


Mitre ct, Tempe 


Prestox, Henay, Worksop, Notts March2 J 8&CA Whall, Workso; 
Pusey, Witt1au Henry, Croydon, Librarian March 10 Eari 
Ricuarpson, ANN, Birkdale, Lancs March 20 Williams, Southport 
Rivers, Joux, East Dulwich Feb 28 Gosling, East Dulwich 


| Hornsey, Tuomas 
| Jounson, Mary, Leicester 


ldgs, Gt ~~ st 
Merriman & Co, | irmi: 


& ‘Newnham, Croydon 
Roserts, Humpurey, Cound, Salo; 


Lonercan, James Paraicx, Surrey st, 

Mayuew, Grores 8xaats, Southall March7 James & Co, Coleman st 
Minry,Eviza, Ealing Feb 28 Rickards & Nightingale, Crown ot, Old Broad st Nostez, Wituiam, Harewood, Yorks. 
March 8 Negus, Blooms- O'Connewt, Berner, Rochdale 
Patmer, Joux, Pembroke March1 Reed, P 
Partuirs, Sypvey Georce, Burnett, Somerset Bristol 

| Poxxerr, Epwarp Macavtay, Shirley, Warwick, Manager March 17 Hooper & Ryland, 


| Rawxen, Rey Cuargtes Epwarp, Malvern March 10 
Haxxex, Hesprat Epwakrp, Beckford Towers, Worcester March 17 Winterbotham & Co, 


itenham 
Rartcuirre, Marcaret, Bolton meet Ritson, 


Kean, 
teh 8 Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 
March 2 Mayo & Co, Drapers gins 


March 25 Meade-King & Sons, 


Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 


10 OTe? 
Ryianp, Howarp Procror, JP, Moxhull Park, Warwick March 17 Pinsent & Co, | Sey, eee Lawrence, gy By 2: rn: Padae, Teva Brides Shropshire ie, 


Birmingham 


Sr Ciar, rc, Mary Exizasetn, Lingfield, Surrey Feb 28 Hughes, East 


Grins 
hborough & Co, Austinfriars 


Gonregn Som SamugL Guaney, Old Broad st March 17 Hughes & Masterman, Gt Win- 
Sion, Fuumaics Witx1amM, Market Drayton, Salop, Ironmonger Feb 23 Hawthorn, Tartor, "Exes, Black 
et 


yton 


Surru, Jevraky Ricuarp, Southport March 10 Fletchers & Hampson, Southport 

March 14 Cooper, Bridgnorth 
March 3 Yates & Co, Li 

Twist, ALexaypER WiLsox Exkineton, Newton le Willows, 


Bovomox, HaRginr Mania, Aston, Birmingham 
SurTox, Euxa, Kirkdale, Liverpool 


Co, Liverpool 


rs’ Common 


Ware, Maer! Menstone on Wharfedale, Yorks, Grocer March 1 Stamford & Metcalfe, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auvrose, Ricuarp, Flimsby, Cumberland, Hosiery Manu- 
facturer Cockermouth Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Avyvenson, Josgru Henry, Kirkgate, Leeds, Fish Dealer 
Leeds’ Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Bassert, Peter Rurert, St Mary Axe High Court Pet 
Jan19 Ord Feb 1 


Bickeapixe, George Epwarp, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds | 


Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 21 
Buackatter, Wittiam Exias, Bridge av, Hammersmith, 
sy ame Traveller High Court Pet Feb 1 Ord 


Bussainer, Grea Pavan, Hythe, Kent Canterbary Pet 


Jan 1 ‘Ord Feb 


CLaRKsoN, ahaa Stockport, Picture Framer Stockport | 


Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 


: Dvxs, Grorax Wi.1am, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Fish Merchant 


Kingston apon Hull Pet Feb3 Ord Febd3 
Eowanvs, Mounts Henry, Curnarvon High Court Pet 
Dec9 Ord Feb 2 
Euvuivce, Joay F, Folkestone, Boarding house Keeper 
Canterbury Pet Jan9 Ord Feb 3 
Eiviort, Gronaz Henny, Luckington, Chippenham, Wilts, 
Farmer's Assistant Swindon Pet Feb1 Ord Fob 1 
Farnsu, Lronarp, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Commission 
Gas y igh Court Pet Jan12 Ord Feb2 
BN, ALEXANDER, Hastings, Grocer Haatin Pet Dec 
18 Ord Feb1 ” ae “i 


—<™ Witttam Maxwert, Penrhos Issaf, Brymbo, | 


big, Innkeeper Wrexham Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Bane: tomas Henny, Crewton, Derby, Builder Derby 
Feb1 Ord Feb 3 


Eady Wituam Burier, Lianelly, Produce Merchant | 


en Pet Feb2 Ord Febu 


Car 
“fm, Joux, Cheddar, Somerset, Coal Merchant Wells 


x. igs 2 oS Feb2 
as, Joun, Hi h t, lar i } P 
ag] — Big ig st, Poplar, Baker High Court Pet 
Wis, WiLLiaM 1am ters Somerset, Coal 
uy Merchant Vole qq bend Ord Feb1 
ALTER, t, OC ,5 
et De 7) King 5 aay peapelde urveyor High Court 


<b Ben LAno, Cutiord, Grocer Greenwich Pet Feb 1 


Muxno, no, Dox AL Lp, Mi Manchester, Asphalter Manchester Pet 
Saad . wt EER wry Mon, Inokeeper 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb2 
Peano, a Mach: ore ben Mont 
maker etFeb2 0. 


ome Watch- 





Surra, Lypra, Chi 


Tuorse, Any, 


WALKER, 
Feb 28 Batesons & Wal 


Srewaat,iFaxxy Apevarps, Dehra a y--- 

Sropart, IsaseLtia Janz, Tynemouth 
March 1 Pe. Co, 

, Somerset March 2 Reed & Reed, 

Tissuaw, Hewry Jan, West Ieytonstone, Commercial Traveller March 3 Martin, 


ARY _ Castlewood Stoke Newington Feb 24 Jessopp & Gough, 
tham Abbey, Essex re 


inghall st 
| Sevoueenes, Sens Janz, Moss Side, Manchester March 8 Bowden & Livesey, 
Scorr, Mancaret Brown, Prye Estate Province, Wellesley, Straits Settlements March 20 S.apk, ys Susax, Wastes, 92 nr Bath March 23 
8 


| & Co, its 
Maddison & Co, Old Jewry 
My o'- , Newcastle on Tyne 


Waker, Witiiau James, Basin Merchant March7 Martin, st 
Vewx, Exsta, Highbury hill, Highbury March5 Wills & Watts, Wardrobe chmbrs, WALk.err, Joun ALraep, baton Pt Plamber ~ March ‘eons 
Docto? Waryer, Exvizasetn Honogia, Southsea March 1 . Southsea 


Woop.anp, JANE, 








Peat, Axraur, Mansfield, Notts,Contractor Nottingham 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Penyy, Faancis Harry, 


Frome Pet Peb2 Ord Feb? 


Pet Feb1 — Feb 1 

Pouurrr, Wit1 , Stockport, Cart-r Stockport | 
Pet Febl “Ord Feb 1 

PuGu waasae Boug! hrood, Radnor, Licensed Victualler 
Hireford Pet Feb 3 Q.d Feb 8 

Ragpsnoaon, Epwin Cuartes, Aberystwyth, 

Aberystwyth Pet Fe ’ "Oni Feb1 

Rirsoy, oaex, Liverpool, Managing Director Liverpool! 
Pet Jan18 O:d Feb t 

Rosixson, Atpert, Stocksbridge, Yorks, Mineral Water 

ufacturer ‘Sheffield Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Scueee, — Gt Grimsby, Tailor Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 
31 0 

Sureron, Wane James, Hungerford, Berks, Fruiterer 
Newbury Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Sraek, Exruir Beaniz, Grange over Sands, we) Ogg 
Kee Barrow in Furness Pet Janié Ord ¥ 

Srit, Cuaaces Leonarp, Trevone, Sidcup High Court 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 

Tape, | Bexvamina A, Mild Endid High Court Pet 
Jan8 Ord Febi 

Tarim Jamas, Blackpool Preston Pet Feb 3 Ord 


Tuomrsoy, Ropeat Evwaap, Cromer, Hotel Keeper Nor- 
wich Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 2 

Vick, EC uaRtes Vicror, Chichester,Grocer Guildford Pet 

1 e 

Watson Naruay, Bishop Auckland, Builder Durham 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Woops, James, Colchester, Pork Butcher Colchester Pet 
Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Wynn, een Aww, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet Feb 3 


Ord Fe’ 
Zea.anver, Dav 1D, pn, Fruiterer Brighton Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Anperson, Josaru Huxny, Leeda, Fish Dealer Feb 15 at 
11.80 Of Reo, 28, Park row, Leeds 

Bassert, Peren Rursat, 8t Mary Axe Feb 19 at 12 
Bankruptoy bidgs, Carey st 

Bick eavike, Gronak Thew anv, Leeds, Milk Dewer Feb 15 
atll Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leods 

Biackatuar, Wituam Bias, bridge av, Hammersmith, 
Comm: ~ acta eocenl Feb Ié6atil Bankruptoy didgs, 
by 


arey st 

Bugsaroun, Antuva, Kirkby in Ashfield, N ae 

Meee” Hob 1. at 12, OF Race 4, Castle pi, Park’ ot 
ae —s Feb at 11.30 Of R 

Buovy, Joun ee, 
ie, ead 


Somerset, Tronmoager | 
| Po.tey, Cuarres, Hadleigh, Essex, Baker Caateateal | 


Cardigan, 
1 | Daty, Jon Patrick, Manchester, Beer Retailer Feb 14 
at 2.30 Rec, 





Wictsuire, WILLIAM Epwis, Gipsy Bill March 17 Scott & Co, Queen st, Cheapside 


3 Chitty, Dover 


| Catvert, Mosss, Brompt~n, Y: Corn Miller Feb Mat 
| 4 74, Newboroug 

Gus, Wrreev Rivatt, Hove, Sussex Feb 15 at 12.30 
, Jeweller Feb 16 


Conwau, Cuanues, and Jouxsox Simpsox SS 


Motor Dealers Feb 14 at 2 
| Carnarvon, Motos Des Crypt chm! 


Craw , Cuartorrs, Seaf Sussex, Boarding 
= g — rep Ratapa 


Cones, Hanais, Edgbaston, 


Of ‘Byrom st, st, Manchester 
Evans, Wituiam Heany, Wedaoesbary, Auctioneer Feb 15 
at 1130 Off Ree, Wolve Wolverham verhengten 


Famed 1hat230 OF eso, 35, . tor <p, 
GaLLett, _ ALLETT, a Se Builder 
14 , 


Corpraion rm ingham 
| aden OM Reo, Trait Howse all ” 
Giepan. @ ween aealten. ar Huddersfield, Butcher 
Feb 15 at 3 On Ree, Prudential 
Hudders*eld 
et by ye ~ Crewton, Derby, Builder Feb 14 


at 11° Off Ree, 47, Pull ot, 
mae eres ene , Carpenter Feb 16 at 12 
lL 


28, Brixham, 
il 1 Of eo, § Athenowam fr 
aniwich, Chester Pee id ati Bank- 


Hosxr, Morice Town, Devonport, 
Painter | Feb 18 at 11 Om Ree, 6, Atheneum ter, 


Plymou 
J Wirw Forestfach, ar or Gesnme, Tahoune Fed 
amis 'at 11.90 Off Ree, 31, Alexandre ra, Swanses 


Jenxxtys, Epowarp Dass New Moa, Clothier 

Febliatl2 1 st, — 

Joxrs, Juux Eowix, wiek, Fed M4 at 
11 191, Corporation 


K xy, Ronse, Lartine Deakr 
OT RCT ae Fob et 2 1a Kak ea, Wet 


minster B 

Laaxtiss, Mary, "oy = B+ panama Fed 19 at 

ln st 
Lerscus, Jos eal . Baker Feb 2 at 12 
MecCormiwk, Tomas arian Parrreesos, Branswiek =), 
‘ Feb 16 at 11.90. 182, York 

Westminster 

Surveyor Feb Wat li 


May, Waurra, a 
rage is in Nea 









- ole 
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Picxtzrs, Caagies, and Joan ag Picxies, Halifax, | Wootrz, Isaac, St Mark’s st, Goodmans Fields, Baker | Wuirz, Asraur ame, Barrow in Furness, Grocer Bam 
Slaters Feb 14 at 3 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrsa, High Court Pet Jan 3 Ord Feb 1 in Furness Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 5 

WrnxE Fase am, Sheffield, Grocer fheffield Pet Feb Mate = James Pency, Walton on the Naze, Essex, Mine 

Porres, Heaseat, Nottingham Grocer Febidatli Off 3 Ord Manufacturer Colchester Pet Feb § 
Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham ZZALANDER, SDavin, Brighton, F.uiterer Brighton Pet res 

Rayner, Taouas Evwarp, Headlands, Ossett, Yorks Feb Feb2 Ord Feb Wintis, Rw Ps Porth, Glam, Fruiterer 
bog Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corporation st, Amended notice aed for that pablishel tn the b 7 Feb7 

Ress, Jue, Swansea, Confectioner Feb 15 at 12 Of Reo, London Gasette of Des $ RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED, 





1, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

a; ” James Sera, Aberaman, Aberdare, Glam, Grozer 
Feb 14at3 135, High st, Merth yr Tydiil 

Sear, Esevezee Cup, Derby, pee fey House Keeper 
Feb 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

SuvrtT_ewoarrts, Saekau, Wolver ampton, Grocer Feb 15 at 
12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Sxirrper, Evizasets Wun ove, chy eer Poultry 
Dealer Feb 16 at 11.49 The Law Courts, Peterb rough 

Sritt, Cuaries gy Trevone, Sidcup Feb 14 at 12 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Tanner, Bexsamixna A, Mile Endrd Feb 15 at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Trestaau, Joun, Prescot, Lancs, Tailor Feb ldatil Off 

. Victoria st, Liverpool 

Turner, Witiiam Avexayver, Handsworth, Stsffs, Baker 
Feb i6atil 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Woops, James, Colchester, Pork Butcher “Feb 23 at il 
Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Weaiout, Ropert, and Farpericxk Wittiam Waicart, Sul- 

, Engineers Febi4at2 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, 


Ipswich 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Avwneose, Ricnarp, Flimby, Cumberland, Hosiery Manu- 
facturer Cockermouth Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Aspensos, Josspa Hexary, Kirkgate, Leeds, Fish Dealer 
Leeds Pet Febi Ord Febl 

Baur, Wauam Maxx, Beaufront, Fiitwick, Beds, 
Nurseryman Bedford Pet Jan5 Ord Febi 

Bicxeapixe, Georce Enowarp, Leeds, Milk Dealer Leeds 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Bracxatrer, WiiiraM Exvias, Bridge av, Hammersmith, 
a Traveller High Court ‘Pet Feb 1 Ord 
ebi 

Baows, Howarp, Salisbury House, Lonion wall High 
Court Pet Dec6é Ord Jan 30 

Butvocx, Hesseat Hexey, Balkerne Hill, Colchester, 
Plumber Colchester PetJan1 Ord Feb3 

Buacess, James, Feneiege, Stock Broker Ba-nstaple 
Pet D2e7 Ord Feb 

Cuasez, Epwarp Agist, Mont pelier, Bristol, Builder Bristol 
Pet Jan 11 Ord Febi 

Crarxsox, Hezveet, Stockport, Pictare Framer Stockport 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Quex, Cuarnies Ricnaerp, Porthill, Longport, Staffs, 
Plumber Hanley Pet Jani16 Ord Feb3 

Doexe, Greorce Wi1t1am, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Fish Mer- 
chant Kingsionupun Hull Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Duscas, Tsomas, and Grorcz Tuomas Woon, Southwark, 
Bridge rd, Merchants High Court Pet Dc 29 O 


Feb 2 
Ex.uort, Gzrorcs Heser, ~~ \ were Wilts, 
Farmen’s Assistant Swindon Pet Fe Ord Feb 1 


Fesccsox, Gzorct E, Scarborough, Fruit Merchant Scar- 
borough Pet Dec18 Ord Febl 

Guirritus, Wiiiiam Maxweit, Shee Isaaf, Brymbo, 
Denb: Innkeeper Wrexham Pet Feb 2 ‘Ord Feb2 

Haseses, Wii114m Butier, Lianelly, Carmarihen, Produce 

exschant Carmatthen Pet Feb 2 Urd Feb 2 

Heouss, Tuonas Hexey, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Grocer Port- 
madac Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb3 

Joxes, Joux, Chediar, Somerset, Coal Merchant Wells 
Pet Feb2 Ord Fcb2 

Lerecuz, Jous, High st, Poplar, Baker High Court Pet 
Feb1 O:d Febi 

Lewis, Wittsam Parsoxs, Evercreech, Somerset, C.al 
Merchant Wills Pet Feb1 Ord Febi 

McCormice, — 46 Nariae Partiscsox, Manchester, Job 
Master Wandsworth Pe: Nov 3) Ord Feb 1 

Maron, Bow asp, Catford, Grocer Greenwich Pet Feb1 
Ord Feb 1 

Museau, Doxatp, Manchester, Asphalter Manchester Pet 
¥Yeb1 Ord Febl 

Nicuoras, Waitee Brower, Shirenewton, Mon, Innke~per 
Newport, Mon Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Peat, Agtavz, Manrfield, Notts, Contractor Nottingham 
Pat Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Pausirs, May Feasex, Beshill on Bea Hastings Pet 
Dec O1d Febi 
Power, Cuszixze, Hadleigh, Exex, Baker Chelmsford 


Pat Febi Ord Febi 

Pours, Wiiitam, Edgeley, Stockport, Carter Stockport 
Pa Febl O:-d Febi 

Pvos, Wit. tam, Boughiood, Radnor, Licensed Victualler 
Heeiad Pet Feb’ Ord Febs 

Besv, Tuonss, Sutton Coldfield, Mineral Water Manufac- 
turer Birmingtam Pet Jan9 Ord Febi 

Busixsox, Aiveer, Swocksbridge, Yorks, Mineral Water 
Masulactarer Sheffidd PA Febl Od Febi 

Buvixsos, Juux Eowaszn, South thiclds, Draper New- 
castle on T Pet Jan 41 Ord Feb i 

Scares. Lov, Gt Grimsby, Tailor GtGrunsby Pet Jan 31 
O14 Jan 31 

Siursos, Jons, Lowth 14, Camberwell, Builder High 
Court Pat Deci2 Ord Febi 

Bucetos, Witttsu Janna, yada Berks, Fiuiterer 
Newbury PeJdanZi 0.4 

Brus, Cuseces Leox sev, Trevone, 
Pa Fei Ord ¥-b1 

Tavion, Janes, Viackpol 
Fe 2 


Biieup High Cout 
Predton Pe Feb @ 


Jous Cuamies, Northamyton, Bovkedler | 
ma Peatline4 Gnd Feb 

Taonrws, Vonent Low sev, Cromer, told Keeper Nor- 
wich VeiJan® Ord Ver 2 

Vien, Cusures Victron, Chichester, Giccs = GuilAfad 


vedi 


Ord 


Taourwn, 


PA 


Warsos, Natuas, Bithop Auckland, Durham, Builder 
‘bse Ort 4 
Woon, dames, Chet, Pore Baiceer Colceeter PA 
Fei Od Feb i 


Bonp, Percy Caagies GrorcE Se 28 Greenside rd, 
Croydon Croydon Pet Nov3 Ord Dec 19 


London Gasette.—Faipay, Feb. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


A’Covrt, Joux, and Frep A’Covurt, Blandford, Dorset, 
Hauliers Dorchester Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 

Atrorp, ArtTuur, ‘Melbury, ory Licensed Victualler 
Salisbury Pet Feb7 Ord Fe 

Barker, Gsorce, Thorpe Haley: nt Rotherham, Yorks, 
Miner Sheffield Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb6 

Beats, Tuomas, Southchurch Beach, Southend on Sea, 
Builder Chelmsford Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Beray, Joun, Westbourne, + Estate Agent 
Poole Pet Jan13 Ord F 

Biackmoor, SaMUsL, Guess , ae James Biack- 
moor, and Josera |BLackmoor, Pelsull, Staffs, Brick 
Manufacturers Walsall Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 

Bocce, Taomas, Gt Habton, Yorks Scarborough Pet Feb 
5 Ord Feb5 

Boyp-CaRPENTEs, sea, Tidworth, Hants Salisbury Pet 
Nov 30 O:d Dec 1 

Buacugr, Grorce * oR Woodseats, Sheffield, Inn- 
keeper Sheffield Pet Jan 13 Ord Feb5 

Cockcrort, Jonny eam, Bradford, Innkeeper Bradford 
Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

Cox, Hznay aasen, Borough High st, Contractor 

High Court Pet Jan 11 Ord Feb 6 

Cu.tey, Georce Gitsert, Saint Mary Bourne, nr Andover, 
Southampton, Farmer Salisbury Pct Feb 6 Ord 

e 

Dueva.e, Josgra, Cherry Tree, nr Blackburn, Bootmaker 
B'ackburn pd ova sd Ord Feb5 

Dysox, Jous, Linthwai nr Huddersfield, Ionkeeper 
Hudderstield Pet Jan" 22 Ord Feb 6 

Ex.is, Freperick CAVENDISH, edd ete. Waste 
Dealer Nottingham Pet Feb7 Ord Feb 

= Roney Umfreville rd, Borsingey, j A SO Clerk 

High Court Pet Feb5 Ord F 

Evans, Daniet, Cadoxton juxta nl Glam, Bcot Dealer 
Cardiff Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Gittmoaz, Anya Evizaseta, Colville ter, Bayswater, 


pen ing house Keeper High Court Pet Dec 14 Ord 

eb2 

Goatmas, Husert Marruew, Swansea Swansa Pet 
Feb5 Ord Feb5 





Grees, Maztix, Masborough Rospehem, Yorks, Grocer 
Sheffield Pet Fen 6 "Ord ¥ 
| Gaeenz, Henry, s ln, ith st, Inon Merchant 

High Court ’Pet Feb ; Ord Feb 7 

| Greexwoop, J onyx CoLuixcwoon, Buotle, {eam Clothier’s 

er Liverpool Fet Feb5 Ord Feb 

Gairsitus, Mary Asx, Tenby, Petate, Rens Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 

Hetsemaxy, Macpa, ee Hotel, + High Court 
Pet Feb7 Ord F 

Hewitt, J E, Bouse Binmingbam, Jewel Case Maker 
Birmingham Pet Jan24 Ord Feb6é 

Hiastie, Ezaa, South Elmeall, Yorks, Diaper Wakefield 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é 


Horxixs, Tuomas Henny, Bedford, Fruiterer Bzd‘o1d 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
Jexkys, Jous, Abertysswg, Mon, Timberman Aberdare 


Pet Feb5 O1d Feb5 

Joxes, Humrarey, Blaenau Festiniog, Paha, Quarry- 
man Portmaduc Pet Feb5 Ord keb 

Jowett, Jonas Mevvor, Bramley, Leds, Builder L.eds 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feboé 

Kezx, Georce, Kenwyn, nr Truro, Coach Builder Truro 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb6 

Levy, Ropexrt, Rye In, Peckham, Fruiterer High Court 
PetJanit Oid Feb7 

Lewis, Jacos, L.eds, Slipper Maker Le.ds Pet Feb 5 
Ord ken 5 

Lannees, Soa, Latgete SB High Court PetOct6 O:d 

€ 

Mires, Asruur, Reaisby, Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet 
Feb7 Ord Feb7 

Pankxes, Aivezp, Chapter 14, Willesden Green, Builder 
High Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 4 

ras Samus. ay Salisbury, Tub.cconist Sa'isbury 


Feb7 Ord Feb 7 
Puxesmas, Eit, Manchester, Commission Agent Man- 
chester Put Feb7 Ord Feb7 
Pascoe, Geouoe Henny, _ Pianoforte Tuner 


Dorchester Pet Feb 7 Ord Feb7 


Rezv, Jous, Caldbeck, Cumberland Carlisle TPet Feb 5 
0.4 Feb 5 

Boace, Tuomas, and Wittiam Roacu, Goldiogton cres, St 
Pancras, G Cartage ( Jontracturs igh Coutt 


Pet Feb? Ord Feb7 
Barren, Witttam, Webber st, Lambeth, Bhop Fitter High 
Court Pet Feb6 Ord Keb 6 
High Court 


Bcumaz, Turovone Cassius, Hed Lion sq 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
Busskcasy, Warten, Blaencwm, Treherbe:t, Glam, Collier 





Pont Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
Biaren, Marrurw, Bomigste, York, Cab Driver York 
aA ¥eb 6 Ord eb 


| rons, Vuep, howd ll nr Kotherbam, Yorks, Miner 
Bhefficld Pet Feb Ord Febé 
Fanomse, Taouar, Glywoorrwg, Glain, Cullier Aberavon 
Pet ¥cb7 Ona Veb7 
Weaven, Fasvexicn Gronce, Varmborough, Bomerset, 
Butcher Welle Pet Veb5 Ord Febb 


Wanton, Geonore Farvenion, and Hussar Joun Jeoourr, 

| Lawson grove, Priaters High 

i ebé 

| Wuxariey, Areeat Evwaap, & Grorge’s rd, Camber- 
w Liven Vut t 


Court Pet Feb 6 Oid 


usller Bigh Cowt Pet Jan’ 6 


Aversaca, Henry, Buer rd, Fulham, Table Ae 
High Gourt Kec Ord Jan2 Resc Feb tase Import 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bourp, Agruur, Moseley Village, nr Wolverhampton, 
Grocer Feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Bairrury, ALBert Epwarp, Clown, Derby, Grocers Asxigt. 
ant Feb 19at12 Off Rec, 1 1, Berridge st, 

Baockiesuast, James GREENWOOD, Oldham, . Cotton 
Spinner Feb 20 at 11.30 Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 


Cuatsuen, Freperice WiL.14m, Levendale rd, Wee 

Buisder Feb 20 at 11.30 132, York rd, 
r 

CarkE, Gzonaz Oak, Gt Grimeby, ane mang Feb 2 at 1 
Off Rec, 8t Mary’s chmbrs, Gc Grims! 

Cox, Henry Moketox, Borough — - Contractor Feb 
23 atl Bankrup‘cy bids, Curey st 

CaanmMeR-ByNG, ALFRED Moyne x, Quendcn Hal, 
— Essex Feb 21 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldg, 


Doxe, Gzorcs Wi114M, Gt Driffield, Yorks, Fish Mercht 
Feb 17 at 11,80 Of’ Ree, Trinity House In, Hull 
Epwarps, Morris Henry, Carnarvon Feb 23 at jj 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Exuiortt, Gronce ENRY Luckington, Chip eye 
Farmer’s Assistant Feb 17 at 12 Off Rec, 38 
circus, Swindon 

maepes, James, Umfreville 14, seminar, Pies Cak 

23at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

tc Lronagp, Richmond rd, Bayswater, Commission 
Agent Feb 20 atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gazton, Jouy, Debden, Essex, Farmer Feb 20 at 3 Te 
Rose and Crown Hotel, Saffron Walden 

Hirstie. Ezxa, South Elmsall, Yorks, Draper Feb 19a 
11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


ee Witiam, Bi rin, Derby, Farmer Fyb 17a 
11.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
James, — Pontycymmer, Glam, Baker Feb 21 at3 


117, 8t Mary st, Cardiff 
Jaseene, am, S ysswg, Mon, subaes Feb ®at 
12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
aan Joun Samvgn, and Wi..1am Sara, Uttoxeter, 
's, General Hardware Dealers Feb 17 at 1 Of 
Rec, 41, Fall st, a 
Jowetr, Jonas Metor, Bramley, Leeds, Builder Feb 19 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Keen, Grorcr, Enys Quay, Truro, Cornwall, Coach Builder 
Feb 17 at 10.80 Off , Boscawen st, ‘Truro 
Kexw me Epwix, Uckfield, ‘Sussex, Miller Feb 19at ll 
Off Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Lewis, JacoB, 
Rec, 22, Purk row, 
Mipp.eTox, Samvuet Wituiam,fand Frepericx Cuan 
Mipp1. roy Norwich, Boot ufacturers Feb 2 at 
12.30 Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Musso, Doyatp, Manchester, Asphalter Feb17 at li Of 
Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste: 
NEILD, Herve A ALEXANDER, "Strand Feb 22 at 2.90 Of 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
NicHo.as, Watrze Biowes, Shirenewton, Mon, Ionk 
Feb 20 at 11 Off Rec, Westgate chmbre, Newport, 
Parker, Atraep, Chapter rd, Willesden Green, Builder 
Feb 19 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Peat, Anrau oa a , Notts, Contractor Feb 22 at ll 
Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
Posti.t, Wiis ARTHUR, Pokesdown within Boume 
mouth, Tailor Feb 19 at 3.15 Midland Bank chmbn, 
High st, Southampton 
Powe.t, Joux Janes Henry Dow, New Milton, South 
ampton, Builder Feb 19 at 2.30 "Midland Bank chmbes 
h st, Southampton 
Paice, BexJamin, Liandrindod We'ls, Radnor, Bosrding 
house Keeper a. » at2 The Bridge Hotel, Lemple 
et, Llandrindod W 
Rocers, Epwin, Derby} Belige Erecter Feb 17 at 0M 
Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 
Barter, Witiiam, Webber - Lambeth, Shop Fitter Feb 
22 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey s 
Cousse, Louis, Gt Grimsby, Tailor Web 20 at 11.45 Of 
St Mary’s chmbrs, (it Grimsby P 
qusnmteine Wares, Blaencwm, Treherbert, Glam, Collier 
Feb 19 at on High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Biater, Ma York, Cab Driver eb 20 at 8 Of 
Rec, The Red 


Red House, Duncombe pl, York 
Surry, CHARLES Hexpent, Kingston upon Hull, Cowkeepe 
Feb 17 at 11 Off Ree, ‘Trinity House ln, Hull 
Suiru, WILLIAM Cuanies, Willenhall, staffs, Lock Manw 
“Feb 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Srarvonp, Water, Thorpe on the Hill, Lincs, Ferme 
Feb 22 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 
STANLEY, Huxvens, Pelsall, Staffs, Farmer Feb 19 at ll 
Ott », Wolverhampton is 
Tuomrson, Weuuixoron Janus, Nottingham, Dealer 
Aatignes Feb 2M at 12 Off Rec, 4, Custle pl, Park 
ottingham 
Toor, oun Tuomas Witt1am, Bythorn, Hunts, Femme 
Feb 19 at 11 White Hart Hotel, Thrapstwone Cones 
Tavemam, WititAmM OCnuauins, Basingsto 6, 4, 
Builder Feb 10 at4 Midland Bank chmber 
Southampton 
Wuauton, Geonox Farpenicx, and Huvest saci mp, 
Lisson grove, Printers Feb 22 at 12 Baukruptey 
Care’ 
Wanasees, A.uxur Kowann, 8t George's rd, Conte. 
Licensed Victualler Feb 21 at 11 Bankrupley 
Carey wt 


Zeacanven, Davin, Brighton, Fruiterer Feb 22 oh 0 


» Sli pper Maker Feb 19 at ll Of 





| Gad ’¥eb 1 





Off Ke, 4, Pavilion b ge, Brighton 
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